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Abstract 
 This study describes the work of central office teacher leaders, and identifies 
ways they carry out their work in different parts of their school district.   The author uses 
a qualitative interview approach to explore how central office teacher leaders enact their 
work as they move between the school district central office and schools.  Data for the 
study were gathered through in-depth qualitative interviews with twelve central office 
teacher leaders from five Midwestern school districts.  Participants perceived themselves 
as sensemakers who help others understand new ideas in teaching and learning, and what 
is going on in various parts of the school district structure.  Participants engaged in a 
wide variety of work throughout their school districts.  In their view, four core 
professional practices mediate the effect of central office teacher leadership, including the 
continuous deepening of professional expertise, gathering and sharing information, 
making sense of teaching and learning, and making sense of the organization.  In 
addition, central office teacher leaders rely on critical organizational supports to increase 
district capacities for teaching and learning, including systemic commitment, a well-
articulated plan for professional learning, time and ongoing interactions with teachers and 
principals, and a dual presence in schools and in the central office. The study makes three 
unique contributions.  First, it integrates three fields of research, school district reform, 
teacher leadership, and job crafting.  Second, this study is an early attempt to understand 
the day-to-day work of school district reform.  Third, it examines teacher leadership in a 
new context, the boundary between schools and the school district central office.   
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 
 Pushed by federal education policies, such as the No Child Left Behind Act (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2002) and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2009), the focus of work done in school district central offices 
has shifted from managerial functions to improving instruction in schools.  Many school 
districts respond to these policies by creating centrally orchestrated support systems that 
are staffed with instructional leaders who are teachers.  However, there is a relatively 
limited base of knowledge about teacher leadership beyond schools, or about teacher 
leadership as a phenomenon associated with districtwide instructional improvement 
(Firestone & Martinez, 2007; Wells, Maxfield, Klocko, & Feun, 2010; York-Barr & 
Duke, 2004).  Moreover, there is an implication in most central office literature that the 
individuals who work as districtwide instructional leaders are, uniformly, administrators 
(Burch & Spillane, 2004; Honig, 2008; Stein & Coburn, 2008). 
 The invisibility of teacher leaders in discussions of the central office role in 
instructional improvement is worthy of attention because teachers and administrators are 
positioned differently in relationship to school district power structures.  Teachers serving 
as districtwide instructional leaders do so as “mid-level central office staff” (Burch & 
Spillane, 2004, p. 3).  It is through their interactions with teachers and principals that 
“school staff largely encounter and make sense of district reforms” (p. 29).  While 
superintendents, school boards, and other policy makers adopt broad stroke visions of 
change, central office teacher leaders are among those who operationalize the visions for 
teachers and principals in schools.  In order to fully understand the dynamics of the 
relationship between the central office and schools, we need to know who is doing what 
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in the central office and how these individuals influence the implementation of policies 
and practices at the school level.  The study described in this thesis is an attempt to 
selectively identify the work done by teacher leaders who are hired for central office 
positions to support instructional improvement in schools. 
 The study seeks to contribute new knowledge in two distinct fields of research—
district reform and teacher leadership.  In particular, this study endeavors to help us 
understand the daily work and practices of a particular community of educators within 
the central office:  central office teacher leaders.  These community members work 
alongside central office administrators and school principals to impact how school staff 
understand districtwide efforts to improve teaching and learning.  In addition, this study 
attempts to broaden the concept of teacher leadership by examining it in a new setting—
the boundary between schools and the school district central office.  
Study Purpose and Research Questions  
Given the limited base of knowledge about central office teacher leadership, the 
purpose of this qualitative study is (a) describe the work of central office teacher leaders, 
and (b) identify ways they carry out their work in different parts of their school district.  
The aim of the study is to contribute new knowledge in two fields of research: district 
reform and teacher leadership.  First, the study aims to provide new information about the 
day-to-day work of districtwide instructional improvement.  In addition, the study aims to 
develop a deeper understanding of the contexts and implications of leadership by 
teachers.   
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The primary research question is:  How do central office teacher leaders perceive 
and enact their work in different parts of a school district structure?  The inquiry is also 
guided by the following secondary research questions: 
1. What is the work of central office teacher leaders? 
a. What tasks, or pieces of work, do they do? 
b. With whom do they interact to accomplish these tasks? 
c. What is the nature of the work? 
d. What parts of the school district structure are involved? 
2. How do central office teacher leaders approach boundary spanning and brokering 
activity? 
a. How do they perceive their roles within and between the central office and 
schools? 
b. What conditions help or hinder them? 
3. How do central office teacher leaders shape their work? 
Design 
The study has a qualitative interview design.  Two purposive sampling 
strategies—positional sampling and reputational sampling—were used to identify 
participants for the study.  The positional sampling strategy supported the identification 
of participants who are licensed teachers serving as instructional leaders in their 
respective school district central offices.  This condition is fundamental to the research 
questions.  The reputational strategy supported the identification of participants who are 
perceived as positive examples of central office teacher leadership in the eyes of other 
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educational leaders.  This condition is warranted by the newness of the topic and the aims 
of the study. 
 The sample was constructed in three phases.  In the first phase, members of the 
board of directors for a state affiliate of an international educational association were 
invited to nominate potential participants for the study.  The nominations were made 
anonymously by means of an online survey tool at the University of Minnesota.  In phase 
two a panel of experienced researchers at the University of Minnesota evaluated the 
nominations according to a set of previously established criteria, and recommended that 
all but one nominee, an individual who was new to a central office position, be invited to 
participate in the study.  In the third phase of the sample construction, personal 
invitations were sent to the twenty-two nominees approved by the panel.  Twelve 
nominees accepted the invitation and became participants in the study.    
Data, in the form of audio records and field notes, were collected during a single, 
in-depth interview with each of the twelve participants.  The audio records were 
transcribed, and the transcriptions and field notes were analyzed in three stages (Merriam, 
2009).  First, relevant concepts and themes were coded and categorized according to the 
research question illustrated in the passage.  Next, the coded passages were reread, and 
relationships between categories were identified.  Finally, the relationships between 
categories were used to construct models that conceptualize the study findings. 
Definitions of Terms 
To clarify the meaning of significant terminology used in this study, definitions 
are provided next, preceding a brief introduction to the conceptual framework in which 
some of the terms are used. 
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1. boundary spanning  the essential function of linking parts of the school 
district structure to external information (Tushman, 
1977).  For example, linking schools to information 
and expertise in the central office or in other 
schools, and vice versa. 
2. brokering   facilitating the exchange of information and 
expertise to mediate professional learning (Burch & 
Spillane, 2004; Wenger, 1998).  Brokering activity 
is fundamental to boundary spanning. 
3. central office administrative center for a school district; locus of 
districtwide functions, including top-level 
administration, the technostructure, mid-level 
administration, and support services. 
4. central office teacher  a licensed teacher who works in the central office 
leader     and in multiple schools, and is an instructional   
leader who provides professional development to 
schools.  Central office teacher leaders are members 
of the school district’s technostructure. 
5. job crafting “…the ways in which employees utilize 
opportunities to customize their jobs by actively 
changing their tasks and relationships with others at 
work”  (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2008, p. 1). 
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6. mid-level administrators   the directors of district departments or programs, 
and school principals.  This part of the school 
district structure is comparable to Mintzberg’s 
(1979) “middle line”. 
7. school district structure   collectively refers to the following functional parts 
of the school district: top-level administration, the  
technostructure, mid-level administration, and 
schools.   
8. top-level administrators the school board, superintendent of schools, 
associate superintendents, and officers of the school 
district.  This part of the school district structure is 
comparable to Mintzberg’s (1979) “strategic apex”. 
9. technostructure centrally positioned educators with technical 
expertise in areas related to teaching and learning, 
such as directors of teaching and learning, and 
central office teacher leaders, who are responsible 
for improving teaching and learning districtwide.  
10. work   “…the tasks and relationships that compose a job” 
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001,  p. 179).  
Conceptual Framework – A Brief Introduction 
The study is structured according to three assumptions that are grounded in 
significant theories of organization and learning.  The assumptions are: 1) Complex 
organizations, such as school districts, structure themselves according to the division of 
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labor within the organization (Mintzberg, 1979); 2) Employees actively adjust their work 
for themselves, in order to improve their job satisfaction and performance (Wrzesniewski 
& Dutton, 2001); 3) Mid-level central office staff play a critical role in school district 
reform by engaging in boundary spanning and brokering activity (Burch & Spillane, 
2004). 
The first two assumptions are derived from organizational theories about work 
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), and the relationship of work to organizational structure 
(Mintzberg, 1979).  Because the study reported here is primarily a study of work—the 
work of central office teacher leaders—these assumptions are fundamental to the design 
of the study, the analysis of data, and the organization of the study findings.  The third 
assumption is derived from sociocultural learning theory (Wenger, 1998).  It defines the 
critical role of mid-level central office staff in school district reform (Burch & Spillane, 
2004).  A brief overview of the theory underlying each assumption follows. 
The Basic Parts of Complex Organizations 
Mintzberg (1979) distinguishes five components, or parts, of an organization:  the 
strategic apex, the technostructure, an operational core, the supporting staff, and the 
middle line.  Although Mintzberg refers to the sum of parts as a structure, the concept is 
not structural in the administrative sense.  It is functional.  Each part represents a division 
of labor and has specific tasks, responsibilities, and authority within the organization.  
The configuration of these functional parts, as described by Mintzberg, (1979) is 
replicated in Figure 1.  A brief description of the function of each part follows: 
• The strategic apex defines the general priorities of the organization, allocates and 
obtains resources, and develops strategies to address external factors. 
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Figure 1:  Mintzberg’s (1979) model, “Five Basic Parts of Organizations” (p. 20). 
 
• The technostructure evaluates the organization and gives expert advice, whereas 
other parts of the organization make decisions.  The technostructure provides 
training and conducts research relevant to the operating core, middle line, and 
strategic apex.  
• The operating core produces the product, or performs the service, of the 
organization.     
• The supporting staff provides logistical backup and administrative support.  
These services are not directly related to the product or service provided by the 
organization.   
• The middle line links the strategic apex to the operating core and provides direct 
supervision in the operating core and technostructure.  
Strategic Apex 
Operating Core 
Supporting  
Staff 
Middle Line Techno- 
structure 
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In this study, the adaptation of Mintzberg’s (1979) model depicted in Figure 2, is 
used to situate central office teacher leaders’ work in relationship to other work, 
responsibilities, and authority within a school district structure.  The function of each part 
of the adapted model is described next: 
• Top-level administration ensures the school district operates efficiently, manages 
the district’s relationships with the community it serves, and develop strategies 
that help the district address the demands of state and federal education policy. 
• The technostructure provides technical expertise and professional development 
related to teaching and learning.  While other parts of the adapted model bear 
more contemporary names, the term technostructure has been retained for lack of 
a meaningful replacement.  An important distinction in this study is that some 
members of the technostructure are teachers.  The teachers who serve in the 
school district technostructure are the focus of this study.  
• Within Schools, the service of education is provided for students.  Teachers are 
direct providers of the service.  Mid-level administrators (i.e., school principals) 
supervise the work of teachers in schools. 
• Supporting staff provide administrative support that is not directly related to 
teaching and learning.  The supporting staff function is tangential to the research 
questions, and is not considered in this thesis. 
• Mid-level administration functions as the lynchpin in the line of authority 
between top-level administration and schools.  Mid-level administrators supervise 
the work of schools (i.e., school principals) and the technostructure (i.e., district 
directors). 
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Figure 2:  Conceptual framework for situating central office teacher leaders’ work in 
relationship to other work, responsibilities, and authority within a school district 
structure.  Adapted from Mintzberg’s (1979) model, “Five Basic Parts of Organizations” 
(p. 20).  
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Job Crafting Theory 
“Job crafting” theory (Wrzniewski & Dutton, 2001) is a variant of traditional job 
design theories that seek to describe how employees experience work in organizations 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1980).  “Whereas job design addresses structural features of jobs 
that are created and enforced by managers, job crafting focuses on the proactive changes 
employees make to their own job boundaries” (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010, p. 
158).  Taking a proactive, bottom-up view, job crafting theorists propose that employees 
actively “alter their jobs and use the feedback from these alterations to further motivate 
job crafting” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 193).   
A major finding of research in this area is that the motives for job crafting are 
similar from one organization to another.  Common motivations include the need to have 
some degree of control over the context and meaning of the work, the need for a positive 
self-image, the need for social interaction with other people, the need for personal 
fulfillment, and the need to cope with adversity (Berg, Dutton & Wrzesniewski, 2008; 
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  In order to address these needs, employees alter the 
tasks and interactions that constitute their work.  In the present study, the notion of job 
crafting is used to analyze data that describe how, and under what circumstances, central 
office teacher leaders may be motivated to make changes in the tasks and interactions that 
make up their work in different parts of a school district structure.  
The Role of Mid-level Central Office Staff in School District Reform 
 The research reported in this thesis is also grounded in a finding from a three-year 
qualitative study that examines central office relationships with schools during district led 
instructional improvement efforts (Burch & Spillane, 2004).  These researchers found 
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that mid-level central office staff act as information brokers, and play a critical leadership 
role in the implementation of districtwide instructional improvements.  Mid-level central 
office staff function as “important policy players who translate, coordinate, and work to 
align superintendents’ reform agendas and district reform activities within schools” 
(Burch & Spillane, 2004, p. 9).  Drawing from the work of sociocultural theorist Etienne 
Wenger (1998), Burch & Spillane (2004) refer to the “brokering role” (p. 12) of mid-
level central office staff, and note that “brokering activity” (p. 12) takes place during 
interactions between mid-level central office staff and individuals from various parts of 
the school district.   
In this thesis, the conclusion that mid-level central office staff are a critical link 
between district reform agendas and instructional improvement (Burch & Spillane, 2004) 
is used to used to focus the interview protocol and data analysis on work that takes place 
between the central office and schools.  Burch and Spillane define mid-level central 
office staff as managers, directors, and specialists “who administer and manage programs 
or services but are not in top cabinet positions” (p. 3).   In the study reported here the 
definition is amended—on the basis of my own experience working in school districts—
to note that some mid-level central office staff members are administrators while others 
are teachers.  This definition is used as a rationale for the study topic, and to establish the 
conditions for sampling.   
Limitations 
The study has a number of limitations.  First, it relies on reported information, 
rather than direct observations of central office teacher leaders at work.  While 
observation of study participants would have improved the quality of the data, 
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observation is a highly intrusive method that would have compromised the anonymity of 
study participants.   Second, the study sample was constructed through the application of 
a theoretical sampling method designed to identify positive examples of central office 
teacher leadership, rather than a representative sample of the population.  In addition, all 
of the participants were central office teacher leaders, making it impossible to triangulate 
data from participants in different positions throughout a school district, such as teachers, 
principals, directors, or superintendents.  An implication of the small sample size and 
membership is that the findings from the study are illustrative, but not generalizable.   
Third, data for the study was collected during a single interview with each study 
participant.  Thus the data represents one point in time during the career of each 
participant, and does not describe participants’ changing perspectives over time.   
Overview of the Study 
 The remainder of this thesis has four major sections.  Chapter two describes the 
conceptual framework in more detail and presents a review and synthesis of two bodies 
of literature: school district reform and teacher leadership.  Chapter three describes the 
qualitative interview research design and methods used in the study.  Chapter four 
presents the research findings and implications of the findings for future research, 
practice, and development related to central office teacher leadership.  These four major 
sections are followed by six appendices of supplemental matter used during the course of 
the research.    
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CHAPTER 2 – LITERATURE REVIEW 
 The literature review is divided into four sections.  The first part presents an in-
depth description of the conceptual framework, which was briefly introduced in Chapter 
1. The conceptual framework includes Mintzberg’s (1979) theory of structuring 
organizations, an adaptation of Mintzberg’s model that includes units typically found in 
school district organizations, and Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) job crafting theory.  
The second and third sections are reviews of two distinct areas of literature:  district 
reform literature and teacher leadership literature.  The final section presents a synthesis 
of the reviewed literatures. Two appendices accompany the chapter.  Appendix A offers 
brief summaries of the district reform literature reviewed here, while Appendix B 
presents summaries of the teacher leadership literature.   
Conceptual Framework 
Mintzberg’s Theory of Structuring Organizations 
This subsection reviews Mintzberg's (1979) theory of the structure of complex 
organizations, uses the theory to conceptualize school districts as organizations, and 
situates the concept of mid-level central office staff within the school district 
organizational structure.  First, Mintzberg's model, "The Five Basic Parts of 
Organizations" is described.  Then, functions typically found in school district 
organizations are aligned to Mintzberg's model, with particular attention to the location 
and role of mid-level central office staff.   
Mintzberg's model, "Five Basic Parts of Organizations" (1979, p. 20), illustrated 
in Figure 1, conceptualizes the components of complex organizational structures.  The 
model is an outgrowth of Mintzberg’s effort to answer the question, "How do 
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organizations structure themselves?"  (Mintzberg, 1979, p. xi).  Mintzberg (1979) used 
the model to argue that the structure of organizations is determined by “the division of 
labor into various tasks to be performed and the coordination of these tasks to accomplish 
the activity” (p. 2).  The model consists of an “operating core” (p. 24) that produces 
products and services, three administrative parts that coordinate the operating core—the 
“strategic apex”, the “middle line”, and the “technostructure”— and “support staff” (p. 
31) that indirectly support the operating core.  Support staff functions are important in 
organizations, but “outside the basic flow of operating work” (p. 19).  For that reason, the 
support staff component is not elaborated here.  Four parts of Mintzberg’s (1979) model 
are discussed in this section.  The section concludes with a brief overview of Mintzberg’s 
(1979) concept of “work constellations” (p. 53)—work relationships that connect the 
parts of the organization. 
The base of organizational structures is an "operating core" that "encompasses 
those members—the operators—who perform the basic work related directly to the 
production of products and services" (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 24).  In Mintzberg's (1979) 
model, the "operating core" is insulated by an "administrative component of managers 
and analysts, who take some of the responsibility for coordinating their work" (p. 19).  
This administrative component consists of three parts:  the "strategic apex" (p. 24), the 
"middle line" (p. 26), and the "technostructure" (p. 29), each of which is described next. 
 The first administrative part, the "strategic apex" (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 25), is 
made up of executive officers, top-level managers, and their staffs.  These individuals are 
"charged with ensuring that the organization serves its mission in an effective way, and ... 
serves the needs of those who control or otherwise have power over the organization" 
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(Mintzberg, 1979, p. 25). These individuals ensure the organization operates 
efficiently.   They manage the organization's relationship with its environment, and they 
develop a strategy that helps the organization address the demands of its environment.  
 The second administrative part in Mintzberg's (1979) model is the "middle line" 
(p. 26).  "Middle line" members of organizations are managers who provide direct 
supervision to units within the operating core.  In Mintzberg's model, the operating core, 
the strategic apex, and the middle line "are shown in one uninterrupted sequence to 
indicate that they are typically connected through a single line of formal authority" (p. 
20).  The "middle line" is the linchpin in the line of formal authority, ensuring that there 
is congruence in the work of the strategic apex and the operating core.  A corollary of the 
linchpin function is that members of the "middle line" receive input from the other four 
parts of the organization—the "strategic apex", the “operating core", "support staff", and 
the "technostructure".  The input takes many forms, including direction, authority, advice, 
and information, and it is both formal and informal.  Mintzberg narrows the "Five Basic 
Parts of Organizations" graphic at the "middle line" (see Figure 1) to illustrate that it is 
situated “in the middle of a field of forces” (p. 29).   
 The third administrative part, the "technostructure," (Mintzberg, 1979) is made up 
of "analysts" (whose role is to help the organization adapt to its environment by 
improving the products and services of the organization and the skills and work of its 
members.  "These analysts are removed from the operating work flow—they may design 
it, plan it, change it, or train the people who do it, but they do not do it themselves.  Thus, 
the technostructure is effective only when it can use its analytical techniques to make the 
work of others more effective" (p. 29).  To this end, the technostructure is unique in that 
    17 
its members are active within the other parts of the organization.  Within the operating 
core, analysts work to improve operating methods and institute systems of accountability.  
At the middle line, the technostructure "seek[s] to standardize the intellectual work of the 
organization" (p. 31). When top-level administrators formulate strategies for the 
organization, members of the technostructure design and plan processes that put the 
strategies into use.  In Mintzberg's model, the technostructure is positioned at the side of 
the figure (see Figure 1) to illustrate three aspects of its relationship with other parts of 
the organization: 1) the technostructure is outside of the line of formal authority, 2) the 
technostructure acts as an interface between the organization's environment and the 
middle line and operating core, and 3) the technostructure exerts a shaping influence on 
the organization. 
 The shaping influence of the technostructure occurs through a complex system of 
formal and informal relationships that Mintzberg (1979) refers to as “work 
constellations” (p. 53).  Work constellations are clusters of horizontal work relationships, 
i.e., "quasi-independent cliques of individuals who work on decisions appropriate to their 
own level in the hierarchy"  (p. 54).  "Work constellations can range from the formal to 
the informal, from work groups shown as distinct units on an [organizational chart] ... to 
those in which individuals from different parts of the organization ... deal with certain 
kinds of decisions" (p. 55).  Recalling that members of the technostructure are active at 
all levels of the school district organization, we can deduce that they realize their 
purpose—making the work of others more effective—by spanning boundaries within the 
organization to engage in "work constellations" in the operating core, the middle line, and 
the strategic apex.  
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Mintzberg’s Theory Adapted For School Districts 
In this review, Mintzberg’s (1979) theory that organizational structure is a 
reflection of the division and coordination of labor is applied to school districts.  Figure 2 
aligns units typically found in school district organizations with the “Five Basic Parts of 
Organizations” (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 20), shown in Figure 1.  As illustrated in Figure 2, 
the base, or operating core, of a school district organization is made up of organizational 
units (i.e., schools) that provide educational services.  Teachers working in these units are 
direct providers of the basic work of the district organization—the provision of 
educational services.  At the other end of the organization is the top-level administration, 
or strategic apex: including the school board, the superintendent of schools, associate 
superintendents, and officers of the district.  These individuals ensure the school district 
organization operates efficiently; they manage the organization’s relationship with the 
community it serves; and they develop strategies that help the organization address the 
demands of state and federal education policy.  Top-level administrators are connected to 
teachers’ work by school principals, or middle line managers, who directly supervise the 
work of teachers.  As with top-level administrators, each principal ensures a school unit 
operates efficiently; manages the schools’ relationship with the community it serves; and 
develops strategies that align the school with the strategies developed by top-level 
administrators for the district organization.  These parts—the top-level school district 
administration, principals, and teachers—are the formal line of authority in a school 
district organization. 
 The topic of this review, mid-level central office staff, is the organizational part 
Mintzberg refers to as the technostructure.  It is made up of educators with technical 
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expertise in areas such as curriculum, instruction, student assessment, evaluation, 
program management, and special student populations.  The technostructure is outside of 
the formal line of authority in a school district organization.  The function of the 
technostructure is to analyze the school district organization’s continually changing 
policy and community environment and advise top-level administrators, principals, and 
teachers how to improve educational services (Burch & Spillane, 2004, p. 3).  An 
exemplar of the shaping influence of mid-level central office staff in a Midwestern school 
district is outlined in Table 1.   
 Mintzberg's notion of a technostructure and its shaping influence is at the heart of 
the literature review that follows.  The synthesis examines current knowledge of the 
processes and relationships that characterize reform-based interactions between mid-level 
central office staff and other parts of school district organizations.  
Job Crafting Theory 
Job crafting theory (Berg, Dutton, & Wrezniewski, 2008; Berg, Wrezniewski, & 
Dutton, 2010; Wrezniewski & Dutton, 2001), briefly introduced in Chapter 1 of this 
thesis, is an emergent theoretical perspective that offers insight into how and why 
employees in any field make alterations to their work.  The theory is a variant of 
traditional job design theories that seek to describe how employees experience work in 
organizations (Hackman & Oldham, 1980).  Whereas work design focuses on the role of 
managers in planning work for their employees, job crafting theory focuses on Individual 
employees and how they adjust their work for themselves.  The theory takes a proactive, 
bottom-up view on work, and proposes that job crafting is an ongoing and creative 
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aIndicates member of the strategic apex (top-level district administration) 
bIndicates member of the middle line (school principal) 
cIndicates member of the operating core (teacher) 
dIndicates member of the technostructure (mid-level central office staff) 
 
Table 1: Exemplar of the shaping influence of mid-level central office staff in one 
Midwestern school district.   
 
Work Constellation Mid-level  Central Office Staff Role Actions 
Chief Academic 
Officera; Deputy 
Superintendentsa; 
and the Directors of 
Instructional 
Services, Federal 
Entitlements, and 
Assessmentd 
Review data and 
contribute expertise to the 
development and 
refinement of the 
organizational strategy.  
 
Receive direction 
regarding implementation 
of the strategy. 
Superintendent’s strategy: Raise 
expectations and academic rigor 
for all students 
Chief Academic 
Officera; Director of 
Instruction; 
Director of IT 
Servicesd; Content 
and Assessment 
Specialistsd 
 
Design and implement a 
plan to develop 
principals’ and teachers’ 
knowledge of the 
strategy. 
Create an online curriculum 
guide that communicates raised 
expectations and academic rigor 
to the superintendent, principals 
and teachers. 
School Principalsb; 
Director of 
Teaching and 
Learningd; Content 
and Assessment 
Specialistsd 
Provide professional 
development and 
technical support. 
 Focus professional development 
for principals on assessing rigor 
and fostering instructional 
effectiveness in the classroom. 
Director of 
Instruction; Content 
Specialistsd; 
Teachersc 
 
Work with select teachers 
to write rigorous 
formative and summative 
assessments of the state 
academic standards. 
Focus teachers’ attention on 
raised expectations and 
academic rigor by requiring use 
of common formative and 
summative assessments. 
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process in which employees actively “alter their jobs and use the feedback from these 
alterations to further motivate job crafting” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 193).   
 Job crafting, then, is process that individuals engage in over time, not a onetime 
event.  Researchers define the job crafting process in terms of three general stages (Berg, 
Dutton & Wrzesniewski, 2008).  In the first stage employees are motivated by personal 
needs or desires to make changes to their work.  Researchers  (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 
2001) note that the motivation to engage in job crafting is tempered by the range of job 
crafting opportunities that employees believe are open to them.  Hence, employees in 
highly ambiguous work settings perceive more opportunities for job crafting, while 
employees in more prescriptive jobs perceive fewer opportunities.  During the second 
stage, employees act on the motivation by making a change that is within their control.  
The change involves actively altering a task and/or relationship that is part of their work.  
The third stage of job crafting represents the outcome(s) of the job crafting move.  
Documented outcomes include changes to the meaning of work, changes to an 
individual's work identity, and increased resilience, as well as the intended positive, or 
unintended negative outcomes of the job crafting move.   
 The overall premise of job crafting theory is that work consists of tasks and 
relationships that can be thought of as "a flexible set of building blocks that can be 
reorganized, restructured, and reframed to construct a customized job” (Berg, Dutton, & 
Wrezniewski, 2008, p. 5).  "Job crafters draw and redraw the task and relational 
boundaries of a job to make it a more positive and meaningful experience"  (Wrezniewski 
& Dutton, 2001, p. 197).  Work is defined as “the tasks and relationships that compose a 
job”  (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179).  Tasks and relationships are interdependent 
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in this definition of work.  While “tasks represent the most basic building blocks of the 
relationship between employees and the organization … interactions with others help 
employees define and bound tasks by shaping impressions of what is and is not part of 
the job” (p. 179).   
District reform literature is reviewed in the next section.  The section is divided 
into four subsections:  1) Background; 2) Sociocultural Perspectives on District Reform; 
3) Institutional Perspectives on District Reform; and, 4) Summary. 
School District Reform Literature 
 The role of school district central offices in reform is a fairly recent policy and 
research interest.  During the 1980s and 90s, researchers explored the role of school 
districts in supporting specific school effectiveness programs, such as site-based 
management and comprehensive school reform (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & 
Wahlstrom, 2004).  During that time district organizations, "specifically [the] central 
office and system-wide leadership" (Knapp, 2008, p. 521), were often viewed as 
obstacles to school reform (Firestone & Martinez, 2007).  Although school districts 
continued to exist in the United States, similar structures were discontinued or made 
optional in England, New Zealand, and Canada (Anderson, 2003).  "This fact alone 
serves to remind us that the school district is a political and organizational invention, not 
a natural and inevitable phenomenon, and that it is therefore quite reasonable to question 
and critique the role that districts can play in promoting and sustaining quality education" 
(Anderson, 2003, p. 3).      
Background 
 Reports of successful district reform initiatives  (Elmore & Burney, 1997; Fuhrman, 
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1990; Spillane, 1998) in the 1990s stimulated interest in school district central offices 
as potential agents of reform.  In 2002 the federal policies commonly referred to as 
NCLB required states to hold school districts accountable for coordinating, monitoring, 
and reporting yearly improvements in teaching and learning.  Since 2002 there has been 
increasing interest in how school district organizations function as mechanisms of 
education policy.  One area of research explores the role of the school district's central 
office in reforming teaching and learning.  In a three-year study of the role districts play 
in instructional reform, Burch and Spillane (2004) examined the “role and importance of 
district/school interactions in the implementation of local instructional improvements" (p. 
2).  They concluded that "mid-level central office staff" (p. 3) have a significant impact 
on how reform policies are understood and acted on by school personnel.   
 Burch and Spillane (2004) located the work of midlevel central office staff in “the 
intersection" (p. 3) between schools and districts.  Now there is an accumulation of 
evidence that the intersection is a position of individual and collective learning 
(Chrispeels, Burke, Johnson & Daly, 2008; Gallucci, 2008; Stein & Coburn, 2008).  We 
know the intersection brings people together across roles (Chrispeels et al., 2008; Stein & 
Coburn, 2008) and across units within the school district organization (Burch, 2007; 
Honig, 2009).  For example, bilingual and ESL teachers may work with mid-level central 
office staff and an outside expert to discuss the nuances of interpreting students' 
responses on a new assessment for students identified as ESL.  Similarly, an assistant 
superintendent, midlevel central office staff, and principals may share evidence of 
progress toward a reform objective, then revise the professional development plan in 
response to the evidence.  In each situation educators engage with professionals outside 
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of their own setting and responsibility.  Learning occurs as they interact with one 
another and engage in “joint work” (Honig, 2008, p. 640)—work that is useful to them 
and related to the desired reform.   
 The overall focus of recent district reform literature is on processes and 
relationships that function as pathways to reform.  Burch and Spillane (2004) provide 
evidence that mid-level central office staff play a critical role in these pathways, as stated 
below.  Other researchers focus on the work of superintendents and their relationships 
with school principals.  Generally speaking, recent district reform literature “see[s] the 
problem of educational reform as one of learning” (Stein & Coburn, 2008, p. 583), and 
finds that learning is both the purpose and the consequence of central office influence.  
Thus we now have some understanding of the meaning and objective of district office 
reform work.  On the other hand, the functions and sources of central office leadership 
remain largely unexplored.  At issue is “who is doing what” (Louis, 2008, p.683) in 
reform pathways, and the day-to-day substance of mid-level central office work.   
Sociocultural Perspectives on District Reform 
 One line of district reform research uses sociocultural and organizational learning 
theories to interpret reform activity.  From this perspective, the intersection (see Figure 
3), between schools and districts is a social space where participants interact with one 
another to make sense of reforms (Burch & Spillane, 2004; Gallucci, 2008; Honig, 2008; 
Stein & Coburn, 2008).  A pivotal task is brokering—the arrangement and negotiation of 
the reform.  Brokers are individuals who mediate learning by arranging learning activity, 
interpreting and translating information, and deepening participants involvement with the 
reform (Burch & Spillane, 2004; Daly, Moolenaar, Bolivar, & Burke, 2009; Honig, 2008,  
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Social Space
for
Brokered Interaction
Administrative
Roles
           Teaching
       Roles
     Schools
     Central Office
 
Figure 3: The intersection between schools and central office, and administrative and 
teaching roles—a social space for arranging and negotiating school district reform 
through brokered interaction. 
 
 
Stein & Coburn, 2008).  Social spaces are realized in ongoing gatherings of individuals 
from different parts of the district, or experienced vicariously when designated 
individuals move between organizational units, gathering and sharing information, and 
learning as they go.  Either way, the outcome of brokering activity is the growing 
alignment of reform goals, district structures, and learning (Honig, 2008; Stein & Coburn, 
2008).  Honig (2009) goes so far as to suggest that the success of reform initiatives may 
be contingent on the level of investment a district makes a brokering activity.  
 The approach a district takes toward brokering may have implications for reform.  
Stein and Coburn (2008) studied reform curriculum implementations in two school 
districts.  In one district, teachers, administrators, and district staff learned about the 
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reform through collaborative interaction among roles (i.e., teaching and administrative) 
while the other district communicated reform ideas through directives and role-alike 
groups.  Collaborative interaction correlated with deeper understanding of the new 
curriculum, whereas the directive approach was associated with superficial understanding 
of the new curriculum.  Their finding confirms a conclusion of the Burch and Spillane 
(2004) study: collaborative approaches promote reform, while directive approaches are a 
barrier.  “A primary goal of brokering for central office administrators who use a 
collaborative approach is to help district staff learn from schools' expertise and reform 
experiences” (p. 13).  A directive approach limits opportunities for participants to learn 
from one another and thereby create shared meaning that strengthens the reform effort.  
Institutional Perspectives on District Reform 
 A second line of district reform research draws on new institutional theories to 
describe the intersection between districts and schools as a system of interlinked 
mechanisms with potential to support or inhibit reform (Burch, 2007; Chrispeels et al., 
2008; Daly, Moolenaar, Bolivar, & Burke, 2009; Daly & Finnegan, 2011; Johnson & 
Chrispeels, 2010; Rorrer, Skrla, & Scheurich, 2008).  Contributors challenge the long-
held assumption that school districts are loosely coupled organizations.  Loosely coupled 
school districts may not be able to respond readily when complex reform issues arise 
(Chrispeels et al., 2008; Rorrer et al., 2008).  On the other hand, adaptable mechanisms 
provide differentiated support, and are more easily adjusted to provide support when and 
where it is needed.  Designers of reform efforts must determine “what needs to be loose 
and what needs to be tight to achieve optimal system performance” (Johnson & 
Chrispeels, 2010, p. 741).   
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 The systems perspective assumes a rich information network sustained by 
“collective dialogue and co-construction of the reforms” (Chrispeels et al., 2008, p. 744).  
Finding the right configuration of couplings depends on information sharing between 
parts of the system.  Adjustments are guided by shared, recurring communication and 
serve to refine the alignment of reform mechanisms and the consistency of reform 
implementation.  Rorrer et al., (2008) describe the consequence of ongoing adjustment as 
“an ‘almost completely constant’ system of change” (p. 341), adopting a phrase 
astronomers use “to explain why we do not feel the earth spinning, although it is in 
perpetual motion” (p. 341).  While many educators may find it difficult to recognize their 
own uneven reform efforts in this portrayal, most will likely agree that dialogue and co-
construction are indeed fundamental to successful change. 
Summary of District Reform Literature 
 Researchers from both orientations—learning theory and new institutional 
theory—theorize that interdependence may be a natural consequence of the interactions 
they document (Burch, 2007; Burch & Spillane, 2004; Gallucci, 2008, Honig, 2008; 
Johnson & Chrispeels, 2010).  Interdependence is realized when parts of the organization 
look to one another to create adaptive responses to issues that inevitably crop up during 
reform implementation.  This is an extension of the ongoing construction of meaning that 
takes place in the intersection between schools and district.  As reciprocal communication 
deepens knowledge at all levels, local adaptations and innovations begin to arise.  
Innovations successful in one part of the district become public in the intersection and 
spread to other parts of the district (Burch, 2007; Chrispeels et al., 2008; Gallucci, 2008).  
An innovation may be discarded by new users, or brought back to the intersection to be 
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legitimized “by linking the innovation to established policy objectives and criteria” 
(Burch, 2007, p. 90).  Burch asserts that innovations may be “incubated and tested in the 
field, then spread across schools and become adopted at a system level”  (p. 88).  The 
intersection between school and district is a place where the district engages in generative 
learning, producing and reproducing new knowledge from within. 
 This is a body of literature grounded in substantive theories of organization and 
learning.  The district reform researchers whose works are cited above (Burch, 2007; 
Burch & Spillane, 2004; Chrispeels et al., Daly et al., 2010; Gallucci, 2008; Honig, 2008; 
Honig, 2009; Honig et al., 2010; Johnson & Chrispeels, 2010; Rorrer et al, 2008; Stein & 
Coburn, 2008) have advanced our understanding of the relationships and processes that 
foster school district reform.  Core understandings in this literature include:  
• Reforming education is a matter of professional learning and the development of 
new structures and opportunities for professional interaction;  
• Recursive, reciprocal interactions are more effective reform drivers than 
hierarchical approaches; and,   
• Interaction among key personnel at multiple levels in school district organizations 
has the potential to support shared meaning, create interdependence, and foster 
innovation. 
These understandings contribute to the aim of this review by offering insight into the 
objectives, means, and potential impact of midlevel central office staff.   
 Three questions pertaining to the role of midlevel central office staff in school 
district reform remain largely unexplored:  What constitutes the everyday work of 
preparing, organizing, and facilitating school district reform?  Who is involved in the 
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design, preparation, and coordination of the work?  As noted previously in this review 
(see Table 1, p. 12), Mintzberg (1979) asserts that an organization’s technostructure (i.e., 
midlevel central office staff) exerts a “shaping influence” (p. 31) on an organization.  
How does their work “shape” the school district organization?  We need to examine these 
aspects of mid-level central office work if we are to fully understand school district 
reform.  The review now turns to teacher leadership literature, as many mid-level central 
office staff are licensed teachers.  The next section is organized into four subsections:  1) 
Background; 2) The Influence of Content Knowledge; 3) Systemic and Structural 
Relationships; and, 4) Summary.  
Teacher Leadership Literature 
 Teacher leadership has been "a prominent element of [education] reform strategy 
and policy" (Little, 2003, p. 401) for several decades.  During the 1980s, education 
reformers called for increased opportunities for teachers to participate in decisions related 
to teaching and learning  (Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986; Holmes 
Group, 1986; National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).  By the 1990s, 
Smylie and Denny (1990) reported an "increased recognition of teacher leadership, 
visions of expanded teacher leadership roles, and new hope for the contributions these 
expanded roles might make in improving schools" p. 237).   
Background 
 Expanded teacher leadership roles were apparent in large-scale reform efforts 
such as the National Science Foundation's Urban Systemic Initiatives (USI) and Local 
Systemic Change (LSC) programs.  Between 1995 and 2001, the NSF funded 81 USI and 
LSC programs across the United States (Kim, Crasco, Smith, Johnson, Karantonis, & 
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Leavitt, 2001; Weiss, Gellatly, Montgomery, Ridgway, Templeton, & Whittington, 
1999).  The ambitious vision was to improve science, mathematics, and technology 
teaching by providing all educators in a school, or school district, with one hundred to 
one hundred thirty hours of professional development over the course of a year.  
Approximately 90% of the programs engaged teacher leaders to train, mentor, coach, and 
support curriculum implementation within their school or district (Kim et al., 2001; 
Weiss et al., 1999).  Participating schools and districts were advised that a “large and 
strong group of teacher leaders, alongside a well designed and tested professional 
development curriculum, will help the project to scale up its efforts so that the district can 
provide support to an increasing number of teachers and schools"  (Weiss et al., 1999, p. 
76).  These teacher leaders were charged with increasing educators' knowledge of 
exemplary instructional materials, pedagogic skills for inquiry-based teaching, methods 
of assessment, and critical content issues.   
 More recently, other large scale reform programs such as Comprehensive School 
Reform (Camburn, Rowan & Taylor, 2003), Reading First (Deussen, Coskie, Robinson & 
Autio, 2007), and the National Writing Project (Stokes, Hirabayashi, Murray & Senauke, 
2011), as well as prominent local reform initiatives (Burch & Spillane, 2004; Elmore & 
Burney, 1997; Hightower, 2002; Stoelinga, 2012), have continued to rely on teacher 
leaders to influence professional learning.  A critical part of the teacher leadership 
element of these reform efforts has been the development of teacher leaders in schools 
and central offices.  This reform strategy rests on the assumption that teacher leadership 
provides districts with expanded capacity for improvement and that teacher leaders' 
experience with teaching and learning is critical to “sustaining the [reform] work, 
    31 
grounding it in the realities of practice, and legitimating it for other teachers” (Riordan, 
2003, p. 2). 
 The relationship of principals and teacher leaders is at the core of recent efforts to 
elaborate the conditions that support or limit teacher leadership in school organizations.  
Principal support of teacher leadership is viewed as a model for the critical relationship 
between teachers and teacher leaders.  Active principal support is informed by a carefully 
defined and articulated purpose—one that conveys a “clear vision of school reform and 
situates the teacher leader's work within that vision”  (Weiner, 2011, p. 37).  Supportive 
principals “set expectations for teachers to improve instruction and to interact with the 
teacher leader” (Mangin, 2005, p. 53).  They also provide unambiguous management 
structures and attend to teacher leadership development (Lord, Cress, & Miller, 2008; 
Muijs & Harris, 2007; Steel & Craig, 2006). 
 Traditional school norms such as teacher autonomy, egalitarianism, and seniority 
influence teacher leaders’ interpretation and enactment of their leadership and 
relationships with their colleagues.  When principals downplay the effect of norms on 
teacher leadership, resistance to teacher leadership is reinforced (Mangin, 2008; Weiner, 
2011).  In addition, teacher leaders who work in ambiguous or unsupportive contexts 
attempt to “symbolically lower their status and ‘serve’ other teachers” (Weiner, 2011, p. 
19).  While this move is intended to win the acceptance of their colleagues, it works 
against leaders’ ability to affect change in their colleagues’ classroom practice 
(Donaldson, Johnson, Kirkpatrick, Marinell, Steele, & Szczesiul, 2008; Lord, Cress, & 
Miller, 2008; Mangin, 2008).  These findings complement an observation made by 
Angelle and Schmid (2007) in their study of teacher leader identity:  “…the concept of 
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teacher leadership was defined in terms of how it was lived in the context of the 
individual school” (p. 795).  Collectively, these examples demonstrate the importance of 
the principal having a thorough understanding of challenges teacher leaders experience in 
the face of traditional school norms (Donaldson et al., 2008; Firestone & Martinez, 2007; 
Murphy, 2005). 
 In a comprehensive review of teacher leadership literature, York-Barr and Duke 
(2004) synthesized existing knowledge about teacher leadership into a conceptual 
framework connecting teacher leadership with student achievement.  The foundation of 
their theory comprises three components:  the qualities of teacher leaders, relational 
attributes of leadership work, and the conditions that move the work of teacher leadership 
forward or hold it back.  The relationship between this foundation and student learning is 
explained in terms of the means and targets of teacher leaders' influence (York-Barr & 
Duke, 2004, p. 289).  Since the publication of the “teacher leadership for student 
learning” conceptual framework (York-Barr & Duke, 2004, p. 289), two new themes 
have emerged—the role of content knowledge in teacher leaders’ influence, and the 
relationship of teacher leadership to systems and structures beyond schools.  These 
emergent themes are described next.  
The Influence of Content Knowledge  
 One emergent topic in recent teacher leadership literature is the role of subject-
specific content in teacher leaders' influence.  A common assumption in teacher 
leadership literature is the idea that classroom-based expertise is an asset to teacher 
leadership (Angelle & Schmid, 2007; Camburn, 2009; Manno & Firestone, 2007; Muijs 
& Harris, 2007; Scribner & Bradley-Levine, 2010; Weiner, 2011; Wells, Maxfield, 
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Klocko, & Feun, 2010; York-Barr & Duke, 2004).  “[It] is mainly by virtue of who 
teacher leaders are and what they know as teachers that they aim to help their colleagues 
change practice” (Lord, Cress, & Miller, 2008, p. 55).  Some recent research disturbs this 
notion by suggesting that reliance on classroom-based knowledge can be problematic.  
Teacher leaders tend to use “show and tell” to share their own past practices, a strategy 
that is “seldom sufficient for establishing the kind of collegial critique or reflection that 
serve as engines of continuous improvement”   (Lord, Cress, & Miller, 2008, p. 56).  The 
perception that teacher leaders’ expertise derives from classroom experience also tends to 
channel them into professional development for classroom practitioners, rather than 
learning opportunities that address their needs as leaders.  Mangin (2008) found that this 
“delivery strategy compromised teachers’ perception of the teacher leaders as experts” (p. 
86). 
 These findings suggest that content expertise may be an undervalued asset to 
teacher leaders.  In a case study of teacher leadership in a math and science reform 
initiative, Manno and Firestone, (2008) found that "specialized knowledge helped content 
experts develop trust and rapport with colleagues and limited [teacher leaders'] needs for 
professional development related to that content” (p. 37).  Other researchers note that a 
lack of content expertise compromises reform efforts (Firestone & Martinez, 2007; 
Mangin, 2008).  However, as with classroom expertise, content expertise alone may not 
be a sufficient leadership asset  (Manno & Firestone, 2008).  In a discussion of what is 
known and as yet unknown about instructional coaching, one form of teacher leadership, 
Boatright and Gallucci (2012, p. 5) suggest that more is known about coaching models 
and processes than about the content knowledge that is required to coach teachers.  
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Despite the need for teacher leaders to have expertise, principals tend to base their 
hiring decisions on the personal attributes of individuals, rather than content knowledge 
or classroom proficiencies (Mangin, 2008; Weiner, 2011). 
Systemic and Structural Relationships 
 A second emergent topic in teacher leadership literature acknowledges that 
teacher leadership is connected to reform efforts that are embedded within a larger 
context than the school (e.g., the school district), and that this context may have a direct 
impact on the success of improvement efforts.  Studies that look beyond schools to 
examine teacher leadership as an embedded component of district efforts to improve 
instruction suggest that proximity is a means of teacher leadership influence (Firestone & 
Martinez, 2007; Scribner & Bradley-Levine, 2010; Wells et al., 2010).  In a study of math 
and science reform initiatives, Firestone and Martinez observed (2007):  
In these districts, teacher leaders complemented district leaders efforts.  They 
[teacher leaders] participated in some of the same leadership tasks as the 
district—procuring and distributing resources, monitoring progress, and 
developing people—but did so in a different way.  The district often operated at a 
distance by setting rules and mandates and by procuring materials.  It tended to be 
impersonal and distant, using formal authority as dispassionate substitutes for 
leadership, like the curriculum and testing to exercise influence.  Teacher leaders 
moderated that distance by being more personal and closer and they deliberatively 
did so, in part to compensate their lack of formal authority.  Some supervisors 
also sought to cultivate personal relationships too, but even more than teacher 
leaders, they lacked the time to do so.  (p. 25) 
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This finding is in agreement with the definition of teacher leadership proposed by 
York-Barr and Duke (2004):  “Teacher leadership is the process by which teachers, 
individually or collectively, influence their colleagues, principals, and other members of 
school communities to improve teaching and learning” (p. 287). 
 Wells et al., (2010) make the point that the York-Barr and Duke (2004) definition 
considers connections among structures and people:  “influence is a systems approach to 
change that allows for us to review how people within districts function together to … 
increase their capacity to lead” (p. 672).  When cast in this light, influential teacher 
leadership requires additional conditions—visions, structures, and processes that have 
their origin in district policy (Wells et al., 2010; Lord, Cress, & Miller, 2008; Vernon-
Dotson et al., 2009).  Two studies that examine teacher leadership in district contexts 
suggest that the central office can serve as a support system or as a delimiter of teacher 
leadership.  In one study, Wells et al. (2010) conducted a unique inquiry into the role 
superintendents play in advancing teacher leadership.  Participating principals wanted 
superintendents to take an active role in creating a supportive district context for teacher 
leadership by: 1) providing financial support for teacher leadership programs, 2) 
providing assistance in developing their role as leaders of teacher leadership programs, 
and 3) creating a level of trust that “would serve as a foundation for teacher leadership 
growth” (p. 685).  Principals perceived such behavior to be uncharacteristic of most 
superintendents (Wells et al., 2010).   
 The contrast between what principals in the Wells et al., (2010) study desired and 
what they perceived to be the norm may be related to the finding of a second study of 
teacher leadership in district context.  Scribner and Bradley-Levine (2010) found that "the 
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taken-for-granted value of PLCs [i.e., professional learning communities] and other 
spaces of teacher empowerment often mask the cultural rules that limit this empowerment 
[and] undermine teachers' ability to influence organizational activities in sustainable 
ways" (p. 516).  They also note that:  1) teachers in the study believed that district 
administrators and "a pattern of administrative practices" (p. 514) prevented them from 
fulfilling the leadership role assigned to them, and 2) teachers "lacked the cultural capital 
to properly and effectively act on the newfound responsibilities brought on by the 
autonomy the reform model created"(p. 514). 
Summary of Teacher Leadership Literature 
 Overall, recent teacher leadership literature related to teacher leaders’ 
relationships with principals, and to the impact of traditional school norms on teacher 
leaders, lacks the coherence that could make it useful to policy makers, researchers in 
related fields, and practitioners.  It is not uncommon for studies to lack theoretical 
grounding, or for study findings to reiterate existing knowledge.  In addition, small-scale 
descriptive studies are the norm.  That said, the literature reviewed here develops two 
emergent themes:  
• Content expertise is a necessary, but insufficient, quality of effective teacher 
leadership (Boatright & Gallucci, 2008; Firestone & Martinez, 2007; Mangin, 
2008; Manno & Firestone, 2008; Weiner, 2007). 
• As an embedded component of systemic efforts to improve instruction, teacher 
leadership requires visions, structures, and processes that originate in district 
policy (Lord, Cress, & Miller, 2008; Scribner & Bradley-Levine, 2010; Vernon-
Dotson et al., 2009; Wells et al., 2010). 
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 There is general agreement that teacher leadership "includes a wide variety of work at 
multiple levels in educational systems, including work with students, colleagues, and 
administrators, and work that is focused on instructional, professional, and organizational 
development" (York-Barr & Duke, 2004, p. 288).  In contrast, the literature reviewed 
here explores school-based forms of teacher leadership, perhaps because the concept of 
teacher leadership is easier to study within the bounds of a school.  
 This body of literature does, however, provide a basis for inquiry into teacher 
leadership beyond school settings.  We need to know about the prevalence, functions, and 
interpretations of teacher leadership at all levels of the educational system.  And as 
investment in teacher leadership continues, policy makers, researchers, and practitioners 
will all benefit from inquiries into how, when, and where teacher expertise is a useful 
leadership perspective at the school and district levels, as well as at the intersection of 
these levels.  The final section of this review considers the implications of district reform 
and teacher leadership literatures for future research and proposes a research problem 
with related questions. 
Implications for Research 
 A perception that teacher leaders are among the cadre of reform agents serving in 
school district central offices is notably absent from the reviewed literature.  However, 
district reform and teacher leadership literatures do help us understand the context of 
midlevel central office reform work by describing processes and relationships that take 
place in the interactive space Mintzberg (1979) refers to as "work constellations" (p. 53) 
and Burch and Spillane (2004) call "the intersection"  (p. 3) between schools and 
districts.  These literatures pave the way for future research that inquires into the nature 
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of midlevel central office work in school district reform, and the experience of the 
teacher leaders and administrators who serve in that level of the district organization.  
Three aspects of the literature have implications for future research: 1) proximity as a 
means of teacher leaders' influence; 2) the relationship between district reform, teacher 
leadership, and learning; and 3) the importance of recursive and reciprocal interaction 
between central office staff, school staff, teaching roles and administrative roles, as 
illustrated earlier in this review (see Figure 2, p. 16). 
Proximity as a Means of Influence 
 Systemic perspectives in the literature allude to the significance of teacher leaders' 
proximity to reform objectives, ideas, and contexts.  For example, Firestone and Martinez 
(2007) describe how teacher leaders in a math and science reform were able to "shape 
teaching practice" (p. 26) in ways other leaders could not, because they were close to 
both the content of the reform and the practice of teaching.  Conversely, Daly et al., 
(2010) observe that principals' "differing levels of skills, knowledge, and understanding" 
of literacy content and practices may have affected their ability to develop teachers' 
understanding and, ultimately, "the consistency and coherence of reform district-wide" 
(p. 373).  And Scribner and Bradley-Levine (2010) observe that a lack of relational and 
experiential proximity to district processes and procedures limited teacher leaders' work 
in a small schools reform. 
 The notion that proximity contributes to teacher leaders' influence suggests that 
the knowledge, attitude, and disposition of teacher leaders may be fundamentally 
different than that of administrators.  It is common practice for school districts to "depend 
on teacher leaders to improve teaching practice and support [reform] initiatives"  
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(Firestone & Martinez, 2007, p. 7).  Unlike administrators, teacher leaders' first-line 
relationships are with other teachers.  In addition, one basis of teacher leaders' influence 
is expertise in content and teaching practice (Firestone & Martinez, 2007; Lord, Cress, & 
Miller, 2008; Mangin, 2008; Manno & Firestone, 2008).  If, as this literature suggests, 
teacher leaders’ proximity to district reform objectives, ideas, and contexts is a factor in 
district reform, investigation into central office teacher leadership is warranted. 
District Reform, Teacher Leadership, and Learning 
 Learning is the unifying thread in district reform and teacher leadership 
literatures.  Professional learning aimed at improved student learning is the purpose, and 
the intended consequence, of both district reform (Burch & Spillane, 2004) and teacher 
leadership  (York-Barr & Duke, 2004).  The literature reviewed here situates learning in 
interactions that occur between roles (Chrispeels et al., 2008; Stein & Coburn, 2008; 
Vernon-Dotson et al, 2009; Wells et al., 2010), and between units within the organization 
(Burch, 2007; Honig, 2009; Muijs & Harris, 2007; Scribner & Bradley-Levine, 2010).  
The result is a collection of powerful illustrations of the systemic processes and 
relationships that influence professional learning in district reform. 
 Inquiry into the day-to-day experience of leading professional learning in district 
reform is one next step.  Thinking back to "Mintzberg's Theory of Structuring 
Organizations" (Figure 1 in this thesis) it seems appropriate to emphasize the day-to-day 
work of the school district's technostructure (Mintzberg, 1979, p. 29), or mid-level central 
office staff.  In Mintzberg's (1979) view, the technostructure constantly shapes (i.e., 
reforms) the organization through formal and informal relationships referred to as work 
constellations.  The processes and relationships described in the district reform and 
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teacher leadership literatures illustrate pathways by which mid-level central office staff 
shape teaching and learning through carefully developed work constellations.  Yet not 
much is known about the work of designing, arranging, and negotiating change within 
these constellations.  In the words of Burch and Spillane (2004), "...  this is problematic 
because school staff largely encounter and make sense of district reforms via activities 
and tools developed at this level.  Further, school staff view mid-level staff as relatively 
permanent fixtures in systems that otherwise appear to be in a constant state of flux" (p. 
29).  Inquiry into the everyday work of mid-level central office staff will make a fresh 
contribution to both the district reform and teacher leadership literatures. 
Recursive, Reciprocal Interactions 
 A third implication stems from the finding that recursive and reciprocal 
interaction between roles and among organizational units is a predictor of successful 
school district reform  (Burch & Spillane, 2004; Honig, 2008; Gallucci, 2008; Stein & 
Coburn, 2008).  Utilizing the constructivist view that meaning is negotiated between 
individuals and groups during ongoing social activity, these researchers suggest that 
educators who function as brokers of relationships and information often facilitate 
reform-based interactions.  Brokers form connections through which experience in one 
part of the district organization influences the reform in other parts, and participation 
extends beyond traditional boundaries between roles and organizational units (Wenger, 
1998).  In other words, a broker translates reform ideas and experiences and arranges 
relationships and purposeful social interaction that help others understand the reform 
(Burch & Spillane, 2004; Honig, 2008; Swinnerton, 2007). 
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 Successful boundary spanning requires specialized skills and knowledge.  
"Boundaries can be spanned effectively only by individuals who understand the coding 
schemes are attuned to the context on both sides of the boundary, enabling them to search 
out relevant information on one side and disseminate it on the other … boundary 
spanning, then, must be a two part process: obtaining information ... and disseminating 
information..." (Tushman & Scanlon, 1981, p. 292).  Central office teacher leaders are 
uniquely prepared to obtain and disseminate information in district reform contexts.  
They are both "creatures of the district" (Firestone & Martinez, 2007, p. 23) and 
“respected as teachers” (York-Barr & Duke, 2004, p. 289).  Central office teacher leaders 
are, in effect, bilingual.  They speak the language of the central office and the language of 
the classroom.  Perhaps more importantly, they are able translate between the two 
perspectives.  
 We get a sense of what this looks like from a unique study of brokering and 
boundary spanning activity during a district literacy reform.  Swinnerton (2007) describes 
the work of "district-level instructional coaches" (p. 208), who are, presumably, teacher 
leaders serving as mid-level central office staff:  
[They] were not simply deployed from the central office to work in schools; they 
constantly moved between locations, sharing, translating, and gathering 
information as they engaged with members through the system.  In a sense, they 
were system travelers.  Such movement required [them] to negotiate boundaries 
and adjust to the changing contexts they faced in each community and at each 
level of the system.  (p. 208). 
Swinnerton (2007) later writes:  
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Rather than be only a resource provided to schools, instructional coaches and 
other central office staff who move between layers of a system can be understood 
as resources for systemwide reform.  Their work becomes bidirectional, informing 
work at both school and central office levels.  (p. 219) 
These descriptions illustrate the role of mid-level central office staff in each of the 
aspects with implications for future research:  1) proximity is a means of teacher leaders' 
influence; 2) the relationship between district reform, teacher leadership and learning; 
and 3) the importance of recursive and reciprocal interaction between roles and 
organizational units.   
 While Swinnerton’s work focuses on emerging instructional leadership (2006) 
and the role central office leaders play in  “prompting and supporting systemwide 
instructional improvement”  (p. 195, 2007), illustrations of midlevel central office work 
are evident in quotes shared from interviews (Swinnerton, 2006; 2007) with central office 
instructional coaches.  Of particular interest are descriptions of how mid-level central 
office staff address everyday challenges by making small changes to their work.  These 
descriptions are similar to examples presented in research literature from a wide array of 
other organizations and occupations that “call attention to the efforts employees make to 
craft their jobs, and the importance of these actions” (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 
2008, p.1).    
Teachers and administrators employed as midlevel central office staff need 
pragmatic examples of work in other districts to help them anticipate and understand 
situations that can compromise or fortify their reform efforts as they "move between 
layers of a system" (Swinnerton, 2007, p. 219).  These cases should be role specific, 
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because attributes of position and licensure affect the menu of moves available to each 
midlevel central office staff member.  Finally, researchers seeking to contribute to the 
fields of teacher leadership and district reform will benefit from a broader perspective on 
teacher leadership, and a more nuanced understanding of reform work. 
Summary 
 The purpose of this review was to explore the question: How do recent district 
reform and teacher leadership literatures help us understand the role of mid-level central 
office staff in school district reform?  The review found aspects of reform that help us 
understand the processes and relationships that form pathways for mid-level central 
office work.  The review also revealed that the everyday work experience of mid-level 
central office staff, some of whom are teacher leaders, is largely unexplored.   
 This literature has three interrelated implications for the study of central office 
teacher leaders.   First, school-based teacher leaders' proximity to reform objectives, 
ideas, and contexts plays a significant role in reform implementation and outcomes.  
Second, professional learning aimed at improved student learning is the purpose, and the 
intended consequence, of both district reform (Burch & Spillane, 2004) and teacher 
leadership (York-Barr & Duke, 2004).   Third, two types of activity—brokering and 
boundary spanning—have been identified as typifying the reform work of the central 
office, and are believed to have a significant impact on district efforts to change teaching 
practices.  
 The rigorous search of literature failed to identify published research about central 
office teacher leadership per se.  However, two closely related studies were located.  The 
first study— Leading from the Middle: Mid-level District Staff and Instructional 
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Improvement—explores the role and importance of central office/school relationships 
in district reform (Burch & Spillane, 2004).  The authors find that “mid-level central 
office staff … are pivotal actors in the two-way translation and communication between 
top district leadership and school-level staff” during education reform efforts (Burch & 
Spillane, 2004, p. 3).  The second study, “Brokers and Boundary Crossers in an Urban 
School District: Understanding Central-Office Coaches as Instructional Leaders” 
(Swinnerton, 2007), describes the roles coaches  “play in promoting and supporting 
system wide reform efforts” (p. 195).  The author finds that central-office coaches “did 
not primarily reside in one level of the district system but instead traveled regularly 
between classrooms, schools, and the central office, … as they engaged various issues 
related to instructional improvement and school reform efforts” (p. 219).   
Both studies find that mid-level central office staff operate as brokers and 
boundary spanners, working between the central office and schools, for the purpose of 
arranging and negotiating the meaning of district reforms.   At a time when central offices 
are increasingly held accountable for improving teaching and learning, the work 
experience of teacher leaders who serve as mid-level central office staff remains 
unexplored.  In light of these findings, the research described in the next chapter explores 
the nature of central office teacher leadership.  
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CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY 
 The purpose of this study is to (a) describe the work of central office teacher 
leaders, and (b) identify ways they carry out their work in different parts of their school 
district.   The overarching research question is:  How do central office teacher leaders 
perceive and enact their work in different parts of a school district structure?  The teacher 
leaders who participated in this study were hired for central office allocated positions, but 
their work included engaging with educators in the central office and in district schools.  
A qualitative interpretive approach is taken (Creswell, 2009; Rubin & Rubin, 2005; 
Warren, 2001) to provide insight into the meaning of participants’ perceptions of their 
work and how they move their work forward.  The overarching question is explored 
through the following sub-questions:  
1. What is the work of central office teacher leaders? 
a. What tasks, or assignments, do they do?   
b. With whom do they interact to accomplish these tasks? 
c.  What is the nature of the work?   
d. What parts of the school district structure are involved?   
2. How do central office teacher leaders approach boundary spanning and brokering 
activity?  
a. How do they perceive their roles within and between the central office and 
schools? 
b. What conditions help or hinder them? 
3. How do central office teacher leaders shape their work?   
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Work studies scholars Barley and Kunda (2001) write, “Interviews are 
especially useful for understanding how people make sense of their work and issues they 
believe are important” (p. 84).  On the basis of this premise, the study utilizes a 
qualitative interview design.  Qualitative interviews provide a strong footing for 
interpretive research (Gubrium & Holstein, 2001; Rubin & Rubin, 2005).  Patton (2002) 
writes:  
The purpose of interviewing, then, is to allow us to enter into the other person’s 
perspective.  Qualitative interviewing begins with the assumption that the 
perspective of others is meaningful, knowable, and able to be made explicit.  We 
interview to find out what is in and on someone else’s mind, to gather their 
stories. (p. 341) 
The qualitative methods used to explore the study questions are described in the 
next section, including:  1) sampling; 2) data collection 3) data management and analysis; 
and 4) methodological integrity. 
Sampling 
 Central office teacher leaders, the study population, are a low-incidence, 
dispersed, and difficult to locate population suited to nonprobability sampling methods.  
Similarly, the emergent nature of the topic suggested the use of a purposive sampling 
strategy to allow some control over the participant selection process (Cohen, Manion, & 
Morrison, 2009).   The strategy used to select participants for the study was a hybrid of 
two purposive sampling strategies—positional and reputational sampling.    
In the first sampling type, positional sampling, the position, or occupation, of 
study participants was defined.  According to Tansey (2007):  “The central characteristic 
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of this approach is that the researcher has sufficient knowledge of their area of interest, 
and sufficient knowledge of the political structures of relevance, to identify ex ante the 
type of actor that will be of interest.” (p. 19).   In the study reported here, the condition of 
position (i.e., central office teacher leadership) is fundamental to the central research 
question and warranted in the literature review.   
The second type of sampling, reputational sampling, identified participants 
“according to the extent to which they are deemed influential in a particular political 
arena by their own peers” (Tansey, 2007, p. 20).  In the study reported here, reputational 
sampling was used to identify participants who are perceived as positive examples of 
central office teacher leadership in the view of other educational leaders.  Taken together, 
the conditions of position and reputation for selecting study participants were: 
• Nominee is a licensed teacher 
• Nominee is not seeking a principal’s license 
• Nominee is not a licensed school principal 
• Nominee has several years of classroom teaching experience 
• Nominee has more than 2 years of central office experience 
• Nominee works with multiple schools 
• Nominee’s primary work is to increase teaching capacities  
• Nominee provides professional development to district schools 
• Nominee is recommended as an excellent candidate for the study 
 The sample was constructed in three phases.  In the first phase, an invitation for 
nominations was made.  In the second phase, the nominations were screened.  In the third 
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phase the remaining nominees were invited to participate in the study.   The specific 
procedures used at each stage of the sampling process are described next.   
In phase one, an invitation for nominations was made.  During phase one, an 
expert panel was invited to nominate central office teacher leaders known them.  The 
panel consisted of the board of directors for a state affiliate of an international education 
association, and a former board member who was present during the invitation 
presentation.  Members of the board are educators with in-depth knowledge and 
experience with the advancement of teaching and learning in educational systems.  The 
group is unique because members worked in a variety of state and local educational 
organizations (i.e., schools, school districts, teacher education centers, and the state 
Department of Education).   
The board was introduced to the study by means of a presentation that described 
the concepts of boundary spanning, brokering, and job crafting.  These concepts were 
presented as practices likely to be demonstrated by Central Office Teacher Leaders.  The 
presentation concluded with an invitation to nominate potential participants for the study.  
To support board members thinking about possible nominations, the conditions of 
position and reputation stated above were displayed and discussed.  The presentation also 
included instructions for accessing the online nomination form, and a preview of the 
form, which is described next. 
The nomination form was available on the University of Minnesota survey tool, 
UMSurvey, to assure the anonymity of the nominators.   The nomination form is located 
in Appendix C.  The form described the purpose of the study as, “to develop a deeper 
understanding of how teacher leaders support school improvement”.  Nominators were 
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invited to nominate as many teacher leaders as they liked.  The nomination form 
prompted the nominator to complete a checklist for each nomination made.  The checklist 
included the conditions of position and reputation stated above.  The nomination form 
was available online for two weeks following the presentation to the board members.   
At the end of the two-week window, fewer than half of the forty anticipated 
nominations had been received.  Board members were sent an email reminder, and the 
nomination form was made available for one additional week.  A total of twenty-three 
nominations had been received by the end of the third week.  The nominations were 
collected from the survey tool and entered into a spreadsheet.  All personal names were 
replaced with pseudonyms, and school district names were deleted from the spreadsheet. 
The spreadsheet was then forwarded to a second expert panel, my thesis committee.   
 In phase two, the second expert panel also evaluated the nominations according to 
the conditions of position and reputation stated above.  The research proposal called for 
the second panel to create a ranked list of nominees through application of a ranking 
process similar to that used by Hunter (1953, as described in Brunner, 1996).  Nominees 
were to be ranked according to their proximity to the nomination criteria.  Invitations to 
participate in the study were to be made in the order nominees appeared on the ranked 
list.  However, the panel determined that the plan to invite participants by ranked order 
was no longer advisable because there were seventeen fewer nominations than expected.  
To preserve the size of the participant pool, the panel recommended that all of the 
nominees be invited to participate in the study, with the single exception of one 
individual who had been in a central office position for only a few months.  In their view, 
the individual did not have sufficient experience to be included in the study.   
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In phase three the specific study participants were identified.  During phase 
three, invitations were sent to the twenty-two nominees approved by the second expert 
panel.  Each of the nominees was personally invited to participate in the study.  
Invitations were sent via email, along with a copy of the University of Minnesota Internal 
Review Board approved consent form.  The invitation letter and consent form are located 
in Appendix D.  Three nominees declined to participate, citing pressing personal 
schedules.  Eight nominees did not respond to the invitation or to a follow-up sent three 
weeks later.  Of the eight non-respondents, five were located in urban districts, and three 
in suburban districts. 
Twelve nominees accepted the invitation and became the study sample.  
The study sample was distributed across five Midwestern school districts that ranged in 
size from more than 5,000 students to fewer than 40,000.  Two of the school districts 
were urban districts and three were suburban districts.  Half of the participants were 
drawn from the two urban districts, and half were drawn from suburban districts.  Of the 
twelve participants, four were males and eight were females.  A comparison of 
participants’ tenure as teachers and central office teacher leaders is shown in Table 2.   
 For the most part the sample reflected the conditions established by the purposive 
sampling strategy.  All of the participants had more than two years of central office 
experience, worked in multiple schools, worked primarily to increase teaching capacities 
in their respective school districts, and were reputed to be positive examples of central 
office teacher leadership.  Of the twelve study participants, eleven were licensed teachers 
with several years of teaching experience.  One participant was not a licensed teacher.  
This individual was a licensed professional in a related field and had practiced for many  
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Table 2:  A comparison of participants’ tenure as classroom teachers with their tenure 
as central office teacher leaders. 
 Less than 
2 years 
2 to 5 
years 
6 to 10 
years 
More than 
10 years 
Total 
Central Office 
Experience 0 5 4 3 12 
Teaching Experience 0 0 4 7 11* 
*One participant was not a licensed teacher. 
 
years in schools.  The individual was included in the study because the focus of her 
recent work was to increase teaching capacity in multiple schools, she was an  
experienced professional development facilitator, and highly recommended as a 
participant in the study because of her reputation as a boundary spanner.  During the 
interviews I became aware that two participants were seeking a principal’s license, and 
two others had the license, but were working on teacher contracts.  I decided to keep 
these participants in the study sample because they had considerable depth of experience 
as central office teacher leaders.   
Participants held various types of central office positions.  The official title of 
each participant was replaced with a categorical pseudonym (i.e., coach, program leader, 
or unit leader) to group similar positions, to clarify the participants’ role within the 
central office, and to maintain the anonymity of participants.  Among the twelve 
participants, four were coaches, seven were program leaders, and one was a unit leader.   
Participants categorized as coaches worked most closely with teachers, teacher leaders, 
and school-based coaches.  Participants categorized as program leaders were in charge of 
a program or content area and worked most closely with teacher leaders, school-based 
coaches, and principals.  One participant led multiple programs and content areas.  This 
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individual worked most closely with coaches, program leaders, and principals, and was 
categorized as a unit leader.   
 Taken together participants represented several areas of academic expertise.  Of 
the twelve participants, four worked in the area of literacy, three in the area of 
mathematics, one in social studies, one in multi-tiered instruction, one in language arts, 
one in special education, and one in the more general area of instruction.  Of the 
participants, seven worked with grades K-6, one participant worked with grades 6-12, 
and four participants worked with grades K-12.  The primary responsibility of all study 
participants was to work with teachers, teacher leaders, school-based coaches, and 
principals to improve teaching and learning in schools.    
Data Collection 
Data for the study were collected through in-depth interviews.   The decision to 
employ interviews as the sole data collection strategy was based on the limited time and 
resources available to complete the study (Gubrium & Holstein, 2001), issues of access to 
respondents (Rubin & Rubin, 2005), and the newness of the topic (Maxwell, 2005).  
Although observations would have offered first hand information about participants’ 
work, the method is intrusive, and the anonymity of participants would have been 
compromised. 
A sample of 12 central office teacher leaders provided data for the study.  Each 
participant took part in an in-depth interview with the researcher.   The interviews ranged 
from 95 to 130 minutes.  Each interview was audio recorded, with the consent of the 
participant, and later transcribed to facilitate data analysis.   During the transcription 
process, information that could potentially identify a participant, individuals mentioned 
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by a participant, a school, or a school district was replaced with a pseudonym or a 
generic substitution.   All audio records were erased upon completion of the data analysis 
phase of the study.   
 Following Creswell (2009), the interview questions were phenomenological and 
ethnographic in nature, reflecting both the purpose (i.e., to describe the work of 
participating central office teacher leaders) and the aim (i.e., to develop a deeper 
understanding of the role teacher leaders play in education reform) of the inquiry.  The 
interview protocol, located in Appendix E, includes four categories of questions designed 
to explore the research topic through the mutually influencing ideas of tasks and 
interactions that define work, boundary spanning and brokering, and job crafting.  The 
first category—background questions— was introductory.  It provided an opportunity to 
establish rapport with the participant and gather demographic information about the 
participants.  The second category of questions, tasks and relationships, drew out 
descriptions that situated each participant’s work within their school district organization.  
Questions about boundary spanning and brokering made up the third category.  These 
questions evoked stories about the experience of central office teacher leadership.  The 
final category, questions about job crafting, explored how participants adjusted the tasks 
and relationships that make up their work.   
 Two pilot interviews were conducted with volunteers who had previously worked 
as central office teacher leaders and are professional acquaintances of mine.  Both 
volunteers worked in a district that was not included in the study.  Feedback from the 
pilot sessions was used to gauge how effectively the questions elicited rich responses, to 
    54 
assess the relevance of responses to the research questions, and to guide the revision of 
the protocol. 
 Given feedback from the pilot interviews, two supplements were added to the 
interview protocol.  The first addition was the “Participant’s Interview Guide”, included 
with the Interview Protocol, Appendix E.  The guide was intended to put participants at 
ease by giving them an idea of the course the interview would take.  The guide defined 
the categories of questions asked in the interview, and it included simplified versions of 
key questions in each category.  The second addition was a graphic, “Working Between 
Schools and the Central Office”, that is also included with the Interview Protocol, 
Appendix E.  This reference was designed to get participants thinking about the boundary 
spanning nature of their work.  It was also used during the interview to help the 
participant refocus when responses drifted off track.  During the data collection process, I 
presented these supplements at the outset of each interview and made them available to 
the participant throughout the interview.   
 The interviews were conducted between April and September of 2013.  With one 
exception, the interviews took place away from the participant’s workplace at a time and 
location convenient for the participant.  An exception was made for one individual who 
preferred to meet in her office during a lull in office activity.  The interviews ranged from 
95 to 130 minutes.  Field notes were taken during each interview.  Immediately following 
the interview, the field notes were reviewed, portions that seemed significant were 
highlighted, and post interview reflections were added.  The field notes and reflections 
were used to guide subsequent interviews and to verify the accuracy of information 
throughout the process of analysis. 
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Data Analysis 
Analysis of the data proceeded in three stages—open coding, axial coding, and 
selective coding—as described in Merriam (2009).   An iterative process of analysis was 
applied within each stage.  As new categories of data arose, previously coded transcripts 
were re-examined for evidence of the new category, as suggested by Rubin and Rubin 
(2005).  The coding scheme is located in Appendix F.  In the first stage, open coding, 
each transcript was read to identify concepts and themes closely related to the research 
questions.  Relevant passages were labeled with codes that emerged during the reading 
process, then classified according to the research question, or questions, illustrated in that 
passage.  The open coding phase resulted in nineteen categories of data.  During the 
second stage, axial coding, previously coded passages were read again to identify 
relationships between categories.  The following questions were used to guide the 
analysis:  “How might these categories be related?  Might they be part of a causal chain?  
Do they interact?  Are they instances of a broader context?” (Merriam, 2009, p. 180).  As 
relationships became apparent, they were mapped with visual mapping software, and 
axial codes were assigned to the relationships.  The axial coding phase resulted in the 
identification of twenty-three relationships between categories of data.  In the third phase 
of analysis, selective coding, nineteen concepts were coded and used to create models 
that conceptualize the study findings.   
Methodological Integrity 
To enhance the integrity of findings from this study, every effort was made to 
conduct the data collection and analysis with accuracy and rigor.  A pilot of the interview 
protocol was conducted.  The anonymity of participants was protected throughout the 
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transcription, analysis, and reporting process.  All names of participants, individuals 
mentioned by participants, positional titles, and locations were replaced by pseudonyms 
during the transcription of audio records.  Referencing the verbatim interview transcripts 
and field notes throughout the analysis process served to protect the accuracy of the 
information during the analytical process.   During the writing of the thesis, courtesy edits 
were made to passages taken from the interview transcripts and presented as quotes by 
participants.  The courtesy edits were made to ensure participants’ anonymity, and to 
accommodate the differences in spoken and written language and increase the ease of 
reading the thesis. 
 It is important to note my own relationship to the topic.  I am a former central 
office teacher leader and my interpretation of participant responses will be different from 
that of a nonparticipant researcher.  The use of verbatim transcripts from in-depth 
interviews proved to be an important counter balance to my personal perceptions of the 
role played by central office teacher leaders.  Gubrium and Holstein (2001) write:   “If 
the interviewer happens to be a current or former member or participant in this activity, 
he or she may use in-depth interviews to explore or check his or her understandings, to 
see if they are shared by other members or participants” (p. 106).  They go on to say,   
“Veterans with actual lived experience may already possess member knowledge, but they 
may also take that knowledge for granted.  Additionally their current or former status as 
members may constitute a barrier when they interview others” (p. 109).  With that 
warning in mind, every effort was made to conduct the interviews and analysis with an 
open and reflective mind. 
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CHAPTER 4 – FINDINGS  
This chapter presents an overview of the teacher leadership work done by study 
participants, specifically the tasks and interactions that make up their work, the ways in 
which they approach the work of spanning between schools and the central office, and 
examples of how and why they craft their work.  It is not a comprehensive presentation of 
the work described by these central office teacher leaders.  Rather, it is a portrait of their 
practices, drawn across participants, along with their perceptions of roles within their 
respective school districts.   
 The chapter is divided into four sections.  The first section presents how 
participants’ work is situated within a school district structure.  It also presents an 
analysis of the nature of participants’ relationship to each part of the structure.  The 
second section describes participants’ experiences working between schools and the 
central office.  This section includes an analysis of the function of participants’ work and 
presents a model of the conditions they perceive to be mediators of their work.  The third 
section offers examples of job crafting, a guiding idea in this thesis.  This includes the 
motivations, moves, and results of participants’ job crafting efforts.  The chapter 
concludes with a brief summary of the findings. 
The Work of Central Office Teacher Leaders 
 Findings related to the first research question—What is the work of central office 
teacher leaders—are presented in this section. Two complementary perspectives guide 
the discussion.  First, job crafting theory provides a definition of work:  “the tasks and 
relationships that compose a job”  (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179).  Tasks and 
relationships are interdependent in this definition of work.  While “tasks represent the 
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most basic building blocks of the relationship between employees and the organization 
… interactions with others help employees define and bound tasks by shaping 
impressions of what is and is not part of the job” (p. 179).  Second, the adaptation of 
Mintzberg’s (1979) model, presented in Figure 2, p. 9 of this thesis, provides a means of 
situating specific tasks and interactions within a school district structure.  While the 
Wrznesniewski & Dutton (2001) definition guides the identification of participants’ 
work, the adapted Mintzberg model supports analysis of their work with, or for, different 
parts of the school district structure (that is, the technostructure, schools, mid-level 
administration, or top-level administration).   
 The section is organized into four subsections, each of which represents work 
done with, or for, a different part of the school district structure.  Each subsection (a) 
supports the reader by revisiting the function of that part of the district structure; (b) 
reports the tasks and interactions through which study participants engage with that part 
of the district structure; and (c) considers the nature of the work that results from the 
tasks and interactions.  The findings related to each of the four subsections are compared 
in Table 7.  
Work Within the Technostructure  
 The role of a school district's technostructure is to improve student learning by 
increasing teaching effectiveness.  Units within the technostructure are often identified by 
their districtwide function (e.g.,curriculum, instruction, assessment, evaluation), or by 
program name (e.g., Special Education, Title I, ELL).  A director, who is a licensed 
administrator, usually leads each unit.  Unit members include instructional leaders who 
are licensed teachers.  In this study, these instructional leaders are referred to as central  
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Table 3: Work Done by Study Participants in Different Parts of a School District 
Structure. 
 
Part of the  
structure Tasks 
Nature 
of work 
Technostructure 
 
• Planning professional development events 
• Designing professional learning materials 
• Participating in professional development events 
• Developing tools:  curriculum & pacing guides, 
teaching materials, assessments, protocols, 
rubrics 
• Sharing and analyzing information 
• Managing materials adoption, purchase, and 
distribution 
• Providing technical assistance 
• Responding to requests, complaints, and 
inquiries 
 
Assistance 
Supervision 
Coordination 
Schools 
• Leading professional development events 
• Monitoring implementation efforts 
• Coaching teams and individuals  
• Observing in classrooms 
• Facilitating meetings and PLCs 
• Consulting with principals and teachers 
• Modeling instructional practices 
• Providing teaching materials  
• Collecting and analyze information 
• Presenting information 
• Responding to requests, complaints, and 
inquiries 
 
Development 
Mid-Level 
Administration 
 
• Leading professional development events 
• Participating in professional development events 
• Providing technical assistance 
• Collecting and analyze information 
• Presenting information 
• Responding to requests, complaints, and 
inquiries 
 
Development 
Assistance 
Top-Level 
Administration 
• Presenting information 
• Responding to requests, complaints, and 
inquiries 
• Collecting and analyzing information 
(insufficient 
data) 
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office teacher leaders, even though they work in both the central office and at school 
sites.  The technostructure, then, is the structural home of the participants in this study, 
and this subsection describes their work with other central office teacher leaders.   
 Participants described eight tasks that form the basis of their interactions with 
other central office teacher leaders.  The tasks are:  
• Planning professional development events, 
• Designing professional learning materials,  
• Participating in professional development events,  
• Developing tools (e.g., curriculum & pacing guides, teaching materials, 
assessments, protocols, rubrics, progress reports, etc.), 
• Sharing and analyzing information,  
• Managing materials adoption, purchase, and distribution, 
• Providing technical assistance, and  
• Responding to requests, complaints, and inquiries. 
These tasks cluster into three types of work—assistance, supervision, and coordination.   
A description of each type of work follows. 
 Assistance work.  Assistance work occurs when one central office teacher leader 
relies on another in order to complete a task.  One participant described assistance work 
in which other central office teacher leaders provide information for a revision of the 
district’s student progress report:  “[I] take information from them and compile the 
information” to revise the student progress report.  Another participant described seeking 
assistance to prepare for a professional development event:  “I needed [our data 
specialist] to get me up to date with our data warehouse system, so I could show the 
    61 
teachers how they can get data in their classrooms.”  A third participant reported 
engaging colleagues in assistance work to write a grant proposal:   
There were so many pieces to it that I probably relied on 25 or 30 people [in the 
central office and schools].  So it’s nice to be able to go to people … and say, I 
know this is your job.  Can you help me with this little piece?   
Assistance work is evident when one central office teacher leader, who is responsible for 
a task, consults with other central office teacher leaders.  These consultants provide a 
missing piece, such as information, or a section of the product. 
 Supervisory work.  Supervisory work occurs when a central office teacher leader 
observes and directs the work (i.e., tasks and interactions) of other central office teacher 
leaders.  A representative description of supervisory work follows:   
I am their supervisor. … I am on the interview team when they are hired.  I 
oversee their work in schools, like what schools, what teachers, what kind of work 
they do with the teachers, that sort of thing.  … I organize all of the professional 
develop for [our content area], and I’m in charge of making the assignments … to 
get that work done.  It’s my job to oversee how my team does their work and to 
make sure it’s top notch.  When they have a problem, I’m the ‘go to’ person for 
how to deal with that.  … I keep a close eye on their work, because I have to be 
able to explain it…   
Four participants described supervisory work.  Taken as a whole, their descriptions 
suggest that supervisory work is defined and bounded by the content expertise of the 
central office teacher leaders they supervise (e.g., teams of literacy coaches, mathematics 
specialists, special education experts). 
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 Because supervision is usually the responsibility of licensed administrators, 
participants were asked if they aspire to be licensed administrators.  Their responses were 
mixed.  One participant described reluctantly pursuing an administrative license:  
I’m [enrolled in a program for administrative licensure] because in my school 
district you can’t be in leadership positions, even in curriculum and instruction, if 
you don’t have an administrative license … I just wish there were alternative 
pathways because, you know, when you go through administrative courses, it’s all 
on administrative leadership at the school level, and school budgets, and school 
systems, which is great, but there isn’t a kind of curriculum leadership path.  
A second participant feared reassignment:  
No, [I don’t aspire to be an administrator.]  I have avoided getting an 
administrator’s license because it would mean I could be reassigned to a school.  
… I don’t want to do that kind of work.  [The license] would make it harder for 
me to have the effect I have now.   
A third participant alluded to incompatible goals:  “Sometimes.  But when I see the 
craziness of it, … that’s not what I’m in it for.  I’m not in it to build up my resume.  I’m 
not in it to kind of carve out a niche for myself …” And, finally, the fourth participant 
suggested administrative licensure is not necessary:  
No. … As a teacher you are closer to what it’s really about.  To be an 
administrator would probably give me the power to make some of this happen.  
But none of it really happens with power.  It all happens with influence, and I 
have that.  Why would I want to be an administrator?   
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Of these four participants, one was actively seeking an administrative license, and 
three were not.  These responses are interesting in light of a common perception among 
educators that teachers do not supervise one another.  The four participants who 
described supervising other central office teacher leaders did not see themselves in terms 
of the traditional teacher/principal relationship.   
 Coordination work.  Coordination is the final type of work identified in the 
analysis of tasks, and interactions around tasks, that form the basis of work with other 
central office teacher leaders.  Coordination work occurs to increase the efficiency of 
tasks.  Sometimes the purpose is to foster coherent work in schools, as in the following 
example.  Explaining that coordination was the purpose of a weekly meeting of central 
office teacher leaders, one participant said:   
That meeting is our time to connect with each other, share what’s going on in the 
buildings—projects that are going on, and how can we best support each other.  
So, if my job tends to overlap with somebody else, or if I’m working with a 
teacher and they are also working with that teacher, we kind of know what’s 
going on there.    
Other coordination work increases the efficiency of teaching and learning, as in the next 
example.  Regarding the coordination of student learning objectives in two content areas, 
one participant said: 
I work quite a bit with the [literacy team] … What we are doing is aligning … our 
work. …  So, how do we teach [the same objective] in [two content areas] without 
having the kids do the same thing over again, or use the exact same resources in 
the exact same way. 
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Finally, some coordination work accommodates the needs of other central office 
teacher leaders.  A participant described being the focus of coordination work when other 
central office teacher leaders plan a professional development event:   
We had all the teachers for that day, but they were at several different locations.  I 
had to make a presentation about the new materials to each group of teachers.  
The other [central office teacher leaders] were very supportive … They worked 
the schedule for that entire day around me, just because I am the only person in 
my content area, and I couldn’t be everywhere at once.   
Coordination work adds value to the central office relationships with schools by fostering 
coherent work in schools and increasing the efficiency of teaching and learning.  In 
addition, coordination work accommodates the needs of central office teacher leaders.    
Work With Schools  
 Schools are the “operating core” (Mintzberg, 1979) of a school district structure.  
The role of schools is to perform the complex work of teaching students.  For the most 
part, the interactions described by participants in this study are with teachers and 
principals in their schools.  It is important to make a distinction here between principals 
as a group (i.e., midlevel administrators across the school district) and principals in their 
schools (i.e. supervisors of work within one school).  Participants’ descriptions of work 
with principals as a group are considered in the next subsection—Work with Midlevel 
Administrators.  In this subsection—Work with Schools—principals are thought of as 
leaders of a particular school site. 
 Participants described eleven tasks in which they interacted with teachers and 
principals in schools.  The tasks are:   
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• Leading professional development events,  
• Monitoring implementation efforts,  
• Coaching teams and individuals, 
• Observing in classrooms, 
• Facilitating meetings and PLCs, 
• Consulting with principals and teachers,  
• Modeling instructional practices, 
• Providing teaching materials,  
• Collecting and analyzing information, 
• Presenting information, and  
• Responding to requests, complaints, and inquiries. 
 These tasks, and the interactions that take place around them, form the basis of 
participants’ development work with schools.   Development work is apparent in 
participants’ descriptions of processes (e.g., data analysis, planning, implementation, 
coaching, evaluation) and events (e.g., professional learning communities, training, 
informational meetings) that were intended to improve teaching and learning.  These 
processes and events fall into three categories:  development work that supports district 
objectives; development work that supports the objectives of specific schools; and action 
research.   
 Development work that supports district objectives.  Development work that 
supports district objectives takes place during events and processes that bring teachers 
together from various schools in the district.  Participants’ descriptions include examples 
of short courses on academic content, training on district procedures, training on 
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standards and curriculum, and regularly scheduled informational meetings.  One 
participant described such events as “opportunities to keep [teachers] up to date with 
changes in the big picture.”  Another participant commented,  
[Districtwide] professional development is all about clear, coherent 
communication that is very targeted.  It’s more about getting everyone on board 
than anything else … on board with things like standards, assessments, current 
teaching strategies … things like that.  It’s about things that every teacher has to 
know.   
These statements suggest development work that supports district objectives serves to 
keep teachers abreast of changes in their context. 
 Supporting district objectives by developing teacher leadership.  Several 
participants used development work that supports district objectives as an opportunity to 
develop teacher leadership.  Although none of the twelve participants described formal 
responsibility for leadership development, seven participants stated they actively seek to 
develop teacher leadership in schools.  In their view, developing teacher leaders 
magnifies the impact of their own leadership.  One participant noted that teacher leaders 
in schools are more accessible than central office teacher leaders: 
[My strategy] for helping schools … is to develop as many teacher leaders as I 
can.  … The principal really drives the whole [change] process, but teacher 
leaders make it happen.  … [Teachers who lead] will reach people that will never 
even talk to me.  … Every building has teachers that want to lead—people who 
want to take responsibility for work beyond their classroom. 
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Another participant explained developing teacher leadership as a capacity building 
strategy: 
I try to develop teacher leadership in each school because I can’t work with 
everyone as closely as I would like to.  So, if I can focus on building [teacher 
leaders] to support [data analysis] in each building, then there will always be  
someone there who knows what to do with the student data and whether [our 
intervention for that student] is working or not.  
Expressing concern that leadership development is not as highly valued as other forms of 
development work, a third participant argued: 
The farther you are removed from the actual teachers … the less likely it is that 
you will see the importance of teacher leadership.   Principals are really close and 
often can see the importance of teacher leadership.  But in the layers you get 
beyond that, I don’t think they see the importance of teacher leadership because 
they start … thinking that there’s some person on high who can just make a 
decision and then it happens. It’s the teachers who make it happen.  If you can 
build them up and help them understand what needs to be done, then it will 
happen.  That’s how I know I’ve left the capacity to [change teaching practice] in 
the schools I work with. 
 Supporting district objectives through action research.  The final category of 
development work—action research—occurs during the process of developing tools (e.g., 
curriculum and pacing guides, teaching materials, assessments, protocols, rubrics, etc.) to 
support teaching in schools.  In action research, schools become laboratories where 
central office teacher leaders evaluate and adjust tools to support learning and 
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development prior to distributing the tools to teachers across the district.  One 
participant described meeting with teachers who were piloting a new district curriculum:  
“[I meet with the pilot teachers] and hear what’s going on with the [curriculum] units—
what are the teachers noticing … and what questions do they have.”  Another participant 
recounted a different approach to action research:   
I tried it all out [myself] …  I went in and I tested out [the curriculum] to see if it 
was really going to connect.  Just making lesson plans and not trying it out with 
kids, you don’t know if it is going to work or not.  So I wanted to … try it out 
before I put it out for all of the … teachers to use.   
A third participant explained how a team of central office teachers used action research to 
refine an observation protocol for district principals.   
“[The superintendent] wanted principals to use [the protocol] as a guide for 
observing lessons.  [The protocol] was from another school system … so we had 
to make some changes to it.  A group of [central office teacher leaders] went into 
classrooms together.  We would watch a lesson then talk about the lesson and the 
rubric.  We did this four or five times … making changes to the protocol after 
each lesson observation.  Then we were comfortable teaching principals how to 
do the observations.”   
In each instance, action research was used to identify and solve problems with tools 
intended to support district objectives for schools. 
Development work that supports school objectives.  Development work that 
supports the objectives of specific schools takes place during events initiated and 
conducted at the school site.  The events described by participants include meetings of 
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professional learning communities, visits to classrooms with instructional leaders from 
the school, meetings to analyze data and plan to act on data, and coaching classroom 
teachers and school-based instructional coaches. The distinguishing characteristic of 
development work that supports the objectives of specific schools is that central office 
teacher leaders supplement existing work at the school by providing specialized expertise 
about teaching, learning, or academic content.   
One participant described developing teachers’ knowledge of students’ learning.  
“I was just at one of the elementary buildings to meet with [a team] of teachers there.   
They … had some questions about how [to accelerate learning] for kids who need more 
challenge [in my content area].”  Another participant recounted an example of providing 
content expertise.  “Yesterday I went to a school to observe a teacher [that] the principal 
is concerned about.  The principal wanted some input on the accuracy of the lesson 
content.”  Several participants shared illustrations of development work in which they 
participate in conversations about teaching and learning in schools.  “Often I get invited 
by the principal or the instructional coach to go on a walk-through they are doing.  They 
find it useful to have an outside voice in the discussion about what …  feedback to give 
teachers.” 
 The critical nature of relationships with principals.  Without exception, 
participants described their relationships with principals as a critical factor in their 
development work with schools.  In their experience, the extent to which individual 
principals support a specific district objective directly affects teachers’ willingness to 
work toward the objective.  One participant’s comment is representative: 
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Nothing happens in any building if a principal’s actions do not value it.  So, if I 
come to a building with a district plan for [formative assessment] and the 
principal just doesn’t believe in [formative assessment] … that building will never 
buy into it.  There’s no way for me to move people in that school if the principal 
doesn’t value [the district plan].  That is the greatest challenge [in my job].  If the 
principal is not on board, my work rolls off like rainwater.  It doesn’t sink in. 
Another critical aspect of the relationship between central office teacher leader’s and the 
principal is how teachers perceive it. 
I am a teacher like they are.  I can’t evaluate them in any way … [But] I think 
there is a deep suspicion that is what I am—that I have gone to the dark side.  And 
so until [teachers] know I won’t go into a classroom, then go running to the 
principal, they won’t ask for help.   They won’t say, I’m struggling with this.  Can 
you come in? 
Participants agreed that principals’ support is essential to the success of their work in 
schools.  They also commented that how teachers perceive a central office teacher 
leader’s relationship with the principal is also important.  
 The meaning of development work with schools.  In the view of participants, 
the purpose of their work with schools is to improve student learning by improving 
teaching.   Three expressions of the relationship between participants’ development work 
and student learning follow.  The first participant emphasized the impact of teacher 
leadership on student learning: 
We’re making a difference for students, and that’s what gets me to work 
everyday.  I know I’m making a difference, and the schools and the central office 
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give me support to make that happen … so work with the principals and the 
teachers—that [makes a difference for] the students. 
A second participant highlighted the effect of central office teacher leadership on the 
quality of teaching and the administration of teaching: 
Really, the super definition of my role is to make other people better at their 
roles.  … When we can create a system of resources and training that allows 
[principals and teachers] to improve what they do, it’s tremendously rewarding. 
And, finally, a third participant articulated a representative theory of action for central 
office teacher leadership:  “Our work [as central office teacher leaders] is always about 
kids  … to make a difference in what kids learn by improving the quality of teaching.  
The pathway for that to happen is in [our work] with the teachers.” 
Work With Mid-level Administration  
 In a school district, midlevel administration is the part of an organization that 
Mintzberg (1979) refers to as the “middle line”.  Members of the midlevel administration 
are school principals and district directors.  These licensed administrators are the 
lynchpin in the line of formal authority between top-level district administrators and 
schools.  While principals directly supervise the work of teaching and learning in schools, 
directors supervise the work of units within the school district technostructure.  The role 
of a school district's middle line is to ensure that the work of teaching and learning in 
schools is congruent with top-level administrators' vision for the district.  
 Participants describe six tasks around which they interact with midlevel 
administrators (i.e., directors and principals).  The tasks are: 
• Leading professional development events,  
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• Participating in professional development events, 
• Providing technical assistance, 
• Collecting and analyzing information, 
• Presenting information, and 
• Responding to requests, complaints, and inquiries. 
These tasks, and the interactions that take place around them, form the basis of two types 
of work:  assistance work and development work.    
 Assistance work with district directors.  Assistance work is apparent in 
interactions between participants and directors.  In assistance work participants are called 
upon to contribute to a task for which a director is responsible.  One participant described 
assistance work with a director who was assembling a guide for principals:  
[The director] put together [a guide] to show principals how all of our curriculum 
should be scheduled.  … Part of [the guide] was about lesson pacing.   [The 
director] asked [central office teacher leaders] to write an outline of a model 
lesson for each content area.  The outlines were part of that guide.”   
Another participant assisted a director with presentations of data.   
Some of our principals are really savvy about data.  [The director] will often ask 
me to come with him when he makes presentations to [the principals].  Then if 
questions [about data] come up that he doesn’t have a strong response for, he 
pulls me up to join in … because I have a strong background there.  
In these examples of assistance work with department directors, participants provided 
specialized information, or completed a piece of a larger task.  
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 Development work with district principals.  Development work is apparent 
in interactions between study participants and district principals.  In the words of one 
participant,  
… a large part of my work is … with the principals in the district.  So [another 
central office teacher leader] and I provide all the professional development for all 
the principals, preK-12.  Every month … we’re running professional development 
sessions for them—designing the sessions, presenting, and creating resources and 
follow-up.   
Other participants described similar development work.  “I facilitate PD for the 
elementary principals and the secondary principals, separate groups … So we have four 
meetings [this year] where we’re trying to give some kind of PD and training to 
administration.”  A unique relational aspect of participants work with mid-level 
administrators is the advisory nature of some interactions.    
Tasks and Interactions Involving Top-level Administration 
 Top-level administration is the “strategic apex” (Mintzberg, 1979) of a school 
district structure.  The role of top-level administration is to manage relationships with the 
community served by the school district, and to develop strategies that help the district 
address the demands of state and federal education policy.  Top-level administrators are 
the school board, superintendent(s), and district officers.   
 Interactions between study participants and their respective top-level 
administrators were infrequent.  The limited number of descriptions portraying such 
interactions is insufficient for analysis of the nature of participants’ work with top-level 
administrators.  Participants’ descriptions, however, do offer insight into the nature of the 
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tasks and interactions that take place with top-level administrators.  As a group, 
participants in this study had both direct and indirect interactions with top-level district 
administrators, and the interactions took place around three tasks:   
• Presenting information. 
• Responding to requests, complaints, and inquiries. 
• Collecting and analyzing information. 
 When direct interactions between top-level administrators and participants 
occurred, they were privileged and, usually, fleeting.  That is, the interactions occurred at 
the discretion of the assistant superintendent or school board and were short lived.  For 
example, two participants described being invited to address their respective school 
boards.  In both cases the central office teacher leader presented information about 
implementation of strategies to address policy requirements.   
 Two other participants described direct interactions with assistant superintendents 
that took place over time.   In the first instance, the discretionary nature of the interaction 
is apparent.  The participant noted:  
Last year I was brought in to facilitate PLCs for high school and for middle 
school.  And that was just because of the relationship I had with [the assistant 
superintendent].  [The assistant superintendent] really liked how I facilitated 
[PLCs at a high school] the year before that.  … But then, a new [assistant 
superintendent] came in and said I couldn’t have those meetings anymore with 
secondary teachers. 
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In the second instance, an assistant superintendent interacted with a central office 
teacher leader so as to better understand responses to professional learning in schools.  
The participant described: 
I work with [the assistant superintendent] to plan staff development for the 
principals [and] to help [the assistant superintendent] figure out why … certain 
things don’t happen in buildings in the way they should.  … I have a different 
idea of what the roadblocks might be.  I ask different questions. 
In these instances the central office teacher leader was viewed as having an unusual 
expertise or skill that a top-level administrator found useful at that point in time.  The 
first example illustrates that such relationships are the preference of some top-level 
administrators and not others.  The second example illustrates the potential of 
relationships between central office teacher leaders and top-level administrators to 
narrow the distance between such administrators and the classroom.  It is significant that 
both of these examples depict relationships that are outside of the traditional chain of 
command. 
 In contrast, other interactions between central office teacher leaders and top-level 
administrators take place through the traditional chain of command.  In these examples, 
information was indirectly communicated to top-level administrators by a director (i.e., 
mid-level administrator).  For example, one participant described an indirect interaction 
with a top-level administrator that involved a task of collecting and analyzing 
information:   
There are regular administrative meetings between the assistant superintendent 
and my boss … My boss is involved in planning or presenting at the meetings … I 
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am usually asked to put together some information about our staff development 
activity.  …  So, I help [my boss] prepare for those meetings [with the assistant 
superintendent].   
Most participants described indirect interactions with top-level administrators.  In a 
representative comment, one participant said, “I could not just call up one of the 
superintendents … and say, ‘Hey, I need this.’  Or, ‘I was thinking about doing this.’  I 
would have to go through [the director] … and then it would go up.” 
The Experience of Spanning Between Schools and the Central Office  
 Findings and discussion related to the second research question—How do central 
office teacher leaders approach boundary spanning and brokering activity—are presented 
in this section.  Specifically, the section offers an examination of participants’ 
perceptions of (a) their role between schools and the central office; and (b) the conditions 
that help or hinder their work. 
 The findings are presented in four subsections.  The first subsection explains 
participants’ sensemaking approach to their work.  It also shows how they interpret their 
sensemaking approach as both a personal and an organizational responsibility—that is, 
making sense for themselves and for others.  The second subsection presents core 
professional practices that are evident across the interviews.  The third subsection 
describes organizational supports that participants believe are critical to the success of 
their work.  And, finally, the fourth subsection summarizes the findings about how 
central office teacher leaders approach boundary spanning and brokering activity.  
Participants’ sensemaking approach to their work is conceptualized in Figure 4.  
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Core Professional Practices Organizational Supports 
• Continuous deepening of 
professional expertise by observing, 
listening, reflecting, field testing, and 
participating in professional 
development for central office staff 
and principals. 
 
• Systemic commitment that 
includes common messages and 
financial investment. 
 
• Gathering and sharing information 
to develop understanding, provide a 
teacher perspective, and complement 
administrators’ networks. 
 
• A well articulated plan for 
professional learning that assumes 
a desire to grow and supports 
learning over time. 
 
• Making sense of teaching and 
learning by situating and taking apart 
ideas—including policies, teachers’ 
innovations, teaching materials, and 
academic content. 
 
• Time and ongoing opportunities 
for learning to support shifts in 
beliefs, increase capacitites 
throughout the system, and to 
develop and maintain relationships. 
 
• Making sense of the organization by 
translating and making connections 
for others, and negotiating meaning 
over time. 
 
• A dual presence in schools and in 
the central office to optimize 
sensemaking for themselves and for 
others. 
 
Figure 4:  Conceptual framework for central office teacher leaders’ approach to boundary 
spanning and brokering activity. 
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Teacher Leadership 
School District 
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SENSEMAKING 
 
Shaping practice at all levels  
by helping others make sense of change. 
Core Professional Practices 
Organizational Supports 
 
MEDIATED 
BY 
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Shaping Practice By Helping Others Make Sense of Change  
 Central office teacher leaders may be active in all parts of their school district 
structure (i.e., top-level administration, mid-level administration, the technostructure, and 
in schools).  Their role, then, is enacted as they move back and forth from one part of the 
school district structure to another.  As they move back and forth, central office teacher 
leaders span boundaries and engage in work that shapes how teachers and administrators 
interpret and act on new ideas (e.g., policies, tools, practices, research, innovations).     
The central office teacher leaders who were participants in this study described their 
work in terms of iterative processes that clarified and deepened understanding of new 
ideas and practices over time.  Sensemaking is at the heart of their descriptions.  
According to Weick (1995): 
The basic idea of sensemaking is that reality is an ongoing accomplishment that 
emerges from efforts to create order and make retrospective sense of what occurs.  
…  Sensemaking emphasizes that people try to make things rationally accountable 
to themselves and others. (p. 634) 
 In this study, sensemaking was evident as participants described working with 
teachers to make connections between their current practice and new district or state 
education policies.  Sensemaking was evident as participants described translating new 
academic content standards into learning objectives for students.  Sensemaking was 
evident as participants helped top-level administrators understand the challenges teachers 
and principals face as they implemented new instructional approaches.  And, 
sensemaking was evident in participants’ descriptions of visiting classrooms with school 
leaders to gather information about progress towards school and district objectives.   
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 A representative description of how participants perceive their role between 
schools and the central office follows:  “Teachers see things from the classroom 
perspective and what's going to be best for kids.  The principals see it from what's best 
for my building, which is involving the teachers and the kids, but … at a different level.  
And then you have the people who are outside the building—[top level administrators or 
directors] who have their own perspective ...  We [central office teacher leaders] can help 
them work together because we are the only people who see what is going on in 
classrooms [throughout the district.]”  By helping teachers and administrators make sense 
of “what is going on”, central office teacher leaders shape practice throughout their 
school district. 
Core Professional Practices   
Across the interview transcripts there is evidence that central office teacher 
leaders engage in four core professional practices that mediate their efforts to help others 
make sense of change.  The first core professional practice is the continuous deepening of 
professional expertise.  Participants in this study deepened their professional expertise by 
observing, listening, reflecting, field-testing, and participating in professional 
development for central office staff and principals.  The second core professional practice 
is gathering and sharing information.  As participants crossed boundaries within their 
respective school districts, they gathered and shared information to develop 
understanding, provide a teacher perspective beyond the classroom, and complement 
administrators’ networks.  The third core professional practice is making sense of 
teaching and learning.  This practice was apparent in participants’ descriptions of 
situating and taking apart ideas about teaching and learning to make sense for themselves 
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and for others.  The fourth core professional practice is making sense of the 
organization.  Participants made sense of the organization for themselves, and for others, 
by translating and making connections, and by negotiating meaning over time. 
From the perspective of study participants, the four core professional practices 
increase the value of their work within the school district and enhance their ability to 
shape teaching and learning in schools.  Evidence from this study suggests that the 
practices do not function independently of one another.  Rather, they overlap so that a 
participant’s description of an event often illustrates more than one core professional 
practice.  A discussion of each of the four core professional practices follows.   
Continuous deepening of professional expertise.  The first core professional 
practice is the continuous deepening of professional expertise by observing and listening 
to teachers and principals, by reflecting on their own practice, by field-testing new ideas, 
and by participating in professional development.  In this core practice, central office 
teacher leaders make sense of change for themselves.  In the following passage, a 
participant provided a rationale for deepening professional expertise by observing and 
listening to teachers and principals:  
You need to develop deep relationships.  You need to move closer to the 
principals and the teachers.  And as you get to know the specifics of the school, 
you learn how to differentiate for whatever the schools need.  … If you want to be 
of added value, you need to know more about the school to know how you can 
best fit in.  
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Participants also pointed out the importance of deepening professional expertise by 
reflecting on their practice.  In the following description, another participant illustrated 
deepening professional expertise by reflecting on practice:  
“[I] was assuming that schools had structures in place … that they didn’t have.  It 
was a realization that things I thought were already there and established really 
weren’t.  And so it was really hard for people [in schools] to hook their learning 
onto [what I was doing].  So there was definitely an ah-ha, and I kind of had to 
back up … to understand where the needs really were.”   
Several participants noted the importance of deepening professional expertise by field-
testing new ideas.  Through field-testing, central office teacher leaders make sense for 
themselves, then revise an idea or tool before sharing it with teachers and administrators. 
Many participants reported that they participate in professional development as 
learners and noted their appreciation for the quality of professional development they 
receive as central office teacher leaders.  Professional development is valued as an 
opportunity for shared learning, with directors, principals, and central office teacher 
leaders coming together to make sense of an idea or an initiative.   Describing a monthly 
professional development event, one participant says:   
It’s principals, directors, and [central office teacher leaders].  Probably about 30 
of us coming together and learning about the achievement gap.  We talk about 
vision and mission, what we’re working on to get there.  So we’re learning about 
work we share, and trying to understand it together … where we need to be 
moving and how our work can support those goals. 
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In these examples, participants took responsibility for deepening their professional 
expertise by observing and listening to teachers and principals, by reflecting on their own 
practice, by field-testing new ideas, and by participating in professional development 
with other instructional leaders in the system.   
 Gathering and sharing information.  As central office teacher leaders cross role 
and structural boundaries within their school district, they are constantly gathering and 
sharing information.  Through the iterative process of gathering and sharing information 
central office teacher leaders develop understanding, provide a teacher perspective 
beyond the classroom, and complement the information shared within administrators’ 
networks.  One participant described gathering and sharing information as:  “…helping 
people understand what’s going on outside of their own sphere … cross-pollinating 
would be one way to say it.”  Another participant described gathering and sharing 
information as storytelling:   
The director often asks what’s going on in the buildings I work with.  And 
teachers ask questions about what’s going on in the central office.  Who, what, 
why … that type of thing.  So, I see part of my job as bringing the central office 
story to schools, and vice versa.  
 Central office teacher leaders provide a teacher perspective beyond the classroom 
when they gather information in schools and share the information with others in the 
central office.  Participants expressed pride in being “the teacher voice at the table” as 
they work with central office administrators.  For example, when asked how the central 
office benefits from central office teacher leaders’ work with schools, one participant 
replied:  
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The central office needs to hear what’s getting in the way, and what concerns 
the teachers, … and how [the district plan] is working for kids.  What’s the actual 
on the ground experience?  Did this work?  Did it not work? … So, if we’re really 
talking about impacting kids … we are basing the conversation on what the reality 
is for kids.  That’s what we contribute … and it’s important.  We see the on the 
ground experience everyday. 
Another participant explained how “the teacher voice” increases the value of social 
networks that connect schools with the central office:   
The central office benefits from my work with schools because I work with all of 
our schools.  So what I see is different from what [the principals, directors, and 
superintendent] see.  … When principals communicate with the central office it is 
about their school, and their thoughts about their school.  In my position, I can 
compare and contrast schools, and so what I bring to the [central office] 
conversation is very different than what a principal brings.   
By providing a unique perspective—“the teacher voice”—central office teacher leaders 
complement social networks that connect schools to the central office through school 
principals.  The number and the type of network connections increase and the network is 
enriched when central office teacher leaders gather information in schools and share it 
with central office administrators. 
 Making sense of teaching and learning.  The third core professional practice of 
central office teacher leaders is making sense of teaching and learning by situating and 
taking apart ideas—including policies, teachers’ innovations, teaching materials, and 
academic content.  One participant’s account of work with school principals captures the 
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practice of making sense of teaching and learning by situating ideas.  The narrative 
begins with an exchange between the participant and an elementary principal about the 
participants’ academic content area:  “The principal said …  “[Your content area] is nice 
to know, but it’s not necessary.  It is not a tested subject”. “  Because the principal did not 
value it, teachers in the school did not provide instruction in that content area.  The 
participant went on to describe subsequent work with elementary principals to situate the 
content area in a larger context—teaching and learning in middle school and high 
school—where the content area is a “tested subject”.   By helping principals make sense 
of the ways testing in middle school and high school builds on teaching and learning in 
elementary schools, the participant was able to shift beliefs and shape teaching practice 
across the district. 
Another aspect of making sense of teaching and learning is taking apart ideas.  In 
the following description, a participant helped a team of teachers make sense of a new 
instructional approach by taking apart ideas to make the approach more manageable.  
[The teachers] were saying that it wouldn’t work.  And I said, “I just want to 
understand where you're coming from.  What's going on?  Let's talk about this.  
Let's make the best sense of it.”  So we kept breaking [the ideas] down … into 
manageable pieces that [the teachers] could apply … pieces they could test out, 
and they really liked it.  They could see it works … that it’s not such a difficult 
thing. 
After noting that teachers and principals tend to compartmentalize ideas about teaching 
and learning, another participant added that making sense of teaching and learning by 
situating and taking apart ideas helps “people see what different areas [of content] have in 
    85 
common … like where does reading and writing help kids to learn science, or social 
studies, or math … because ultimately all these pieces are supposed to work together.”   
In these examples, central office teacher leaders make sense of teaching and learning for 
themselves, and for others, by situating and taking apart ideas. 
 Making sense of the organization.  Central office teacher leaders make sense of 
the school district organization by translating information, making connections for others, 
and negotiating meaning over time.  In this core practice, central office teachers make 
sense of the organization for themselves, and for others.  The need to make sense of the 
organization is at the heart of many questions participants field as they span boundaries 
between parts of the district structure.  For example, participants reported questions from 
teachers, principals, and directors about decisions that affect them, such as:  “Who was 
involved?”  “When will the decision be made?”  “Why are we being asked to do this?”  
“We heard that …  Is that accurate?”  “What will happen now?”  “What does this mean 
for us?”  One participant suggested that questions such as these contribute to 
sensemaking by establishing “the validity of what is going on” in various parts of the 
school district structure. 
 Another participant explained that skill is required in responding to such inquiries 
because making sense of the organization can be political, and also because “you have to 
be clear about what you do and don’t know”. 
You have to say it just right.  You don’t want to give them too much information, 
but you need to give them just enough that their questions are answered.  And you 
have to be careful not to say things that are confidential.  Very quickly I learned 
to say, “You know, I don’t know the answer to your question, but I will get back 
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to you with an answer.”  That gives me time to figure out what to say, or to find 
out, if I really don’t know.  
A participant described the practice of making sense of the organization in this way:  
It's translating.  … The district office is about discussions of big picture pieces.  
It's about vision.  It's about frameworks.  Building work is about instruction.  It's 
about working with kids.  To connect [the district vision with instruction] there is 
a translation and a negotiation you have to participate in.  ... You go to schools 
and … you deliver the message and … the outlined process.  The first questions 
are all about what’s going on [in the central office].  Who thinks this is a good 
idea … and why. 
The participant went on to say that the “translation and negotiation” take place over time, 
and are critical aspects of “translating vision into practice”.      
Other participants noted that making sense of the organization is about helping 
teachers and principals “see what’s flexible and what’s non-negotiable.”   
As one participant explained, “When [principals and teachers] don’t understand what is 
being asked of them, they can’t decide what’s flexible and what’s nonnegotiable.  That’s 
hard for them.  …  So part of it is recognizing that some things come down from the 
central office that really don’t make sense [to principals and teachers].  So sometimes you 
just need to say, “Here’s your round hole, you just need to repaint your round peg.  
You’re already doing most of it.”   
Critical Organizational Supports     
As central office teacher leaders engage in the four core professional practices, 
they rely on organizational supports to provide meaningful learning opportunities for 
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teachers and principals.  Participants in this study described four critical organizational 
supports that influence their ability to shape work in schools.  The first critical 
organizational support is systemic commitment that includes common messages and 
financial investment.  In the view of study participants, common messages and financial 
investment are powerful endorsements of their sensemaking role and the goal of 
increasing capacities.  The second critical organizational support is a well-articulated plan 
for professional learning.  This support assumes that teachers and principals desire to 
grow, brings educators together across roles, and emphasizes learning that is grounded in 
professional practice.  The third critical organizational support is time and ongoing 
opportunities for learning.  Time and ongoing opportunities support shifts in belief, 
increase capacities throughout the district structure, and encourage the development and 
maintenance of professional relationships.  The fourth critical organizational support is a 
dual presence.  Central office teacher leaders must have a strong presence in schools and 
in the central office in order to optimize their sensemaking role.   
From the perspective of study participants, the presence of these organizational 
supports increases district capacities for change by promoting sensemaking in all parts of 
the district structure.  The likelihood of increased capacity is diminished when the 
supports are weak, or absent.  Evidence from this study suggests that the mediating 
influence of the four organizational supports is distributed across the supports.  That is, 
sensemaking that increases district capacities results when all four supports are present 
and strong.  A discussion of each critical organizational support follows.   
Systemic commitment.  The first critical organizational support is systemic 
commitment that includes common messages and financial investment.  The following 
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statement by a participant offers a succint explanation of systemic commitment that 
includes common messages:  
Everyone needs to be connected to the vision and the goals, or teachers don’t see 
it as a priority.”  This participant goes on to say:  “Sometimes what can happen is 
that the [superintendent, directors, and central office teacher leaders] are on board 
with the vision and goals, but then we try to go out into schools and [an assistant 
superintendent or a principal] is not in agreement.  … And so, that’s a challenge if 
you’re not all on the same page.  … It’s about making a district investment in all 
of our messaging about how important [the change] is.”  Another participant 
clarifies:  “Does that mean everybody is on board?  Nope, they're not.  They are 
not.  … but if the leadership is in sync we can move ahead and the teachers will 
come along. 
Financial investment is another important aspect of systemic commitment that 
supports sensemaking in all parts of the district structure.  Another participant 
contributed:  
… budgets are a large part of it … in order to have a coaching [program] you 
need quite a few bodies.  When the budget doesn’t support it and a coach is trying 
to work with too many buildings—well then, teachers can’t take it seriously.  … 
it’s about making a financial investment.  
The link between financial investment and district policy implementation was mentioned 
by all of the study participants.  In their view, top-level administrators have a tendency to 
underestimate what is required to implement policies that require changes in the way 
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things are done.  In the following narrative, a participant described the tension that 
exists when policy implementation is not supported by financial investment.  
It’s really easy just to tell people to do something … to tell them change.  If you 
want people to do it and do it well you have to help them understand how … if we 
can’t pay for training during the school day and we don’t have any way to pay 
them after school, … how can you change a whole system when you’re not able 
to … train people during their work day or pay them for their time after work? 
From the perspective of participants in this study, common messages and financial 
support for professional development structures are statements that central office teacher 
leaders and their sensemaking role are valuable. 
 A well-articulated plan for professional learning.  The second critical 
organizational support is a well-articulated plan for professional learning that assumes 
teachers and principals want to grow, brings educators together across roles, and 
emphasizes learning that is grounded in their professional practice.  Participants in this 
study had confidence that “people really do want to grow”.  In addition, they endorsed 
the notion that meaningful professional learning is grounded in everyday professional 
practice.  In a representative comment, one participant said:  “[The plan for professional 
learning] has to be comfortable for [teachers and principals] and allow them to explore 
over and over how [new ideas] can be applied to their work.”  Another participant 
explained that bringing together educators with different roles facilitates sensemaking 
and helps shape work in all parts of the district structure: 
People really want to move, so if you can structure it in a way that allows learning 
to happen, then people move and keep on moving …  With the right structures in 
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place [the change] is likely to happen.  The structure needs to push [teachers 
and principals] outside of their comfort zone and expose them to what other 
[teachers and principals] are doing.  Otherwise … they really don’t have anything 
to compare to, and so they don’t know what they don’t know.  …and their 
conversation won’t change. 
One participant described a professional learning plan that included “concentric 
circles” of support that allowed the exchange of knowledge and expertise across roles—
among teachers, principals, and other administrators.  In a description of a plan to help 
teachers, principals, and assistant superintendents make sense of a new approach to 
teaching literacy, this participant said: 
It’s a layered system … you have literacy coaches coming together every month 
… then you have literacy coaches and principals and assistant superintendents 
coming together bimonthly … and [central office teacher leaders] support at the 
site level in between each of these [meetings] … it’s almost like concentric 
circles. 
 Time and ongoing opportunities for learning.  Central office teacher leaders 
rely on time and ongoing opportunities to support shifts in beliefs, to increase capacities 
throughout the school district, and to develop and maintain professional relationships.  In 
the view of study participants, the time required for teachers and principals to make sense 
of a new idea, then put it into practice in schools, is often underestimated.  One 
participant described the following conversation with a superintendent:  
[The superintendent] remembers making the decision a year ago and assumes it 
has been implemented by now.  But teachers have proportionally adopted it and 
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have only gone after one or two pieces of the change.  So we really can’t say 
[the] superintendent’s decision has been fully implemented. 
Another participant described a similar conversation about the relationship between time, 
shifts in belief, and increased capacities: 
[The assistant superintendent and the director] said, “We've working on this for 
two years.  Why hasn't [this change] been implemented?”  Well, because it’s not 
easy!  There are so many dimensions to it.  ... By the time that decision trickles 
down to the actual training and then the actual classroom, [top level 
administrators] feel like it's been going on in classrooms for a couple of years, but 
that was when the decision was made.  It’s just starting to get into classrooms.  …  
It’s a never-ending story of trying to get people on board.  It’s even harder when 
there’s a constant shift of staff [in and out of the district].   
A third participant noted that the potential for confusion and disappointment is substantial 
when top-level administrators do not understand the complexity of the changes they 
expect.  “So that's why there has to be a give and take, with information going both ways, 
and accommodations that have to go both ways.” 
All of the study participants acknowledged the significance of time and ongoing 
opportunities in developing relationships within different parts of the school district 
structure.  The following narrative describes how time and ongoing opportunities are 
significant factors in building and maintaining relationships with teachers and principals, 
and underscores the importance of relationships in shaping practice:  
There is a building … that literally took me two years of working with them 
before I was invited … in the door.  … After a year of just being a listener … [I 
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was able to] build trust with the staff.  And so the following year then, I had a 
much more active role …But it took two years to [establish a relationship] with 
that building before I could influence the work in classrooms. …  It's a 
relationship that I cherish now, but doing it was hard earned. 
Participants agreed that the time required develop and maintain productive relationships 
with teachers and principals is often underestimated.  In a representative comment, one 
participant said:  “You’ve just got to be patient.  It’s water torture—it’s drip, drip, drip—
and it will always take more time than anyone expects for the people in schools to [make 
sense] of new methods.” 
 A dual presence in schools and in the central office.  Central office teacher 
leaders’ sensemaking role requires a dual presence—a presence in schools and a presence 
in the central office.  Participants in this study argued that too much time spent in the 
central office or in schools diminished their ability to shape practice in all parts of the 
district structure and influence district capacities.  Several participants described tasks 
that increased their presence in the central office and diminished it in schools.  In the 
following example a participant described how her ability to shape practice in schools 
was limited by work in the central office:  
Teachers are not demanding of my time. Most of them don’t even know who I 
am.  And I think a lot of that is because …  I’ve been so busy with [a project in 
the central office].  I go to schools to do presentations sometimes, but I can’t 
follow up because the schedule for work on [the project] is so tight.  It’s going to 
take the whole school year to complete. 
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This participant’s ability to develop and maintain relationships with teachers and shape 
practice in schools was limited by the extent of her presence in the central office.  
 When asked about balancing competing demands from the central office and 
schools, one participant said:  
If you are not in the central office, you aren’t part of the conversation, and the 
conversation there happens quickly.  If you aren’t in schools, you aren’t part of 
their conversation either.  So it’s a bit tricky sometimes, …  It’s easy to decide to 
make schools your priority, but then you … don’t understand the day-to-day 
goings on the central office, and that has a big influence on your currency in 
schools over the long stretch.   
Some of the participants described personal strategies intended to strengthen their dual 
presence.  In the following narrative a participant described using email and unstructured 
time to increase his presence in both schools and the central office. 
I have learned to be … in both places, and not just for meetings.  A lot of the back 
and forth happens by just going there and talking to teachers and principals—just 
to try to keep that relationship going.  Often I will go out to schools during 
lunchtime.  Going out and just talking.  How can I best support you?  Just so they 
see me in the building.  That's the important piece.  Or, if I were in the building 
for a meeting, an 8:00 meeting, I'd send out an email and say, I'm going to be in 
your building.  If you want me to swing by your room for any reason, send me an 
email.  So they knew that I was there.  Yes, they may meet me that time, or nope, 
they don't meet me for a couple of weeks, but all this is kind of keeping that 
connection open.  And the same way for the central office—I have to be there for 
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meetings and some kinds of work, but I have learned that I need to be there for 
checking in, just to keep the connections open with [my supervisor] and [other 
central office teacher leaders]. 
As they move back and forth across the boundaries between schools and the central 
office, central office teacher leaders require a presence on both sides of the boundary.   
Examples of Job Crafting by Central Office Teacher Leaders 
 Findings and discussion related to the third research question—How do central 
office teacher leaders alter their work as they engage in boundary spanning and brokering 
activity—are presented in this section.  Job crafting theory (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 
2001) provides the conceptual framework used to organize and analyze the data presented 
in this section.  Job crafting theory focuses on how individuals adjust their work for 
themselves, in order to improve job satisfaction and/or performance.  Job crafting is an 
adaptive process wherein “job crafters draw and redraw the task and relational boundaries 
of a job to make it a more positive and meaningful experience” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 
2001, p. 197).  Job crafting takes place in three basic forms: 1) task crafting; 2) relational 
crafting; 3) cognitive crafting (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010).  This section is 
organized according to these three basic forms of job crafting. 
 The findings are presented in three subsections.  The first subsection presents 
examples of task crafting by central office teacher leaders.  Central office teacher leaders 
engage in task crafting by taking on more or fewer tasks, expanding or diminishing the 
scope of tasks, or changing how tasks are performed.  The second subsection presents 
examples of relational crafting by central office teacher leaders.  In relational crafting, 
central office teacher leaders change the nature or extent of interactions with teachers, 
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administrators, or other central office teacher leaders.  The third subsection presents 
examples of cognitive crafting by central office teacher leaders.  Central office teacher 
leaders engage in cognitive crafting when they change how they think about the purpose 
of their work.   
Task Crafting   
 Task crafting is evident in participants’ descriptions of how they changed the way 
tasks are done, increased or reduced the number of tasks they performed, or altered the 
scope of tasks they performed.   All of the study participants actively engaged in altering 
their work through task crafting.  Three examples of task crafting taken from the 
interview transcripts are summarized in Table 5.  The following narrative is the full text 
version of the first example in Table 6.  This participant described task crafting by taking 
on additional work that was personally rewarding to the participant: 
I know what I love doing—teaching.  I love teaching kids and adults.  I love 
leading PD.  I'm pretty good at it, and so even though my supervisor doesn't think 
that's what I should be doing, I do it anyway, because I know that's what I like to 
do.  And if I didn't get to do that, there wouldn't be very many things about this 
position I would like.  So, even though … I'm not supposed to be leading the PD 
sessions, I do it anyway. 
This participant was motivated to lead professional development sessions to fulfill a 
passion for teaching and to make his job more meaningful.  Many participants described 
task crafting that was motivated by a desire to make their job more meaningful.  Other 
motivations for task crafting are evident in the interview transcripts—including the desire  
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Table 4:  Examples of task crafting by study participants. 
Examples of task crafting Effect of task crafting 
One participant continues to lead professional 
development sessions, even though it is no longer 
part of his job description.  In the participant’s 
word, “If I didn’t get to do that, there wouldn’t be 
very many things about this position I would like.” 
 
By taking on additional tasks 
that he is passionate about, the 
participant finds his job more 
meaningful.  Other educators 
may view his leadership as 
more authentic. 
 
A second participant, who has with experience in 
elementary schools, persuades another central 
office teacher leader to take over the coordination 
of a project when the scope of the project expands 
to include high schools.  In the participant’s view, 
the change of project scope does not match her 
strengths. 
The participant precludes a 
shift in the focus of her work, 
keeping the focus on work she 
believes she does well.  In her 
view the move positively 
impacts both her own job 
satisfaction and the 
effectiveness of her work with 
others.  
 
A third participant initiates a weekly newsletter to 
share information with teachers and principals.  
The newsletter is a change from previous 
communication practices, which were “annoying” 
to the participant. 
 
The newsletter organizes 
information in one place, 
increasing the likelihood that 
teachers and principals will 
find the information when they 
need it.  Work is more 
efficient, supporting the 
broader good. 
  
 
 
to do work they believe they are good at and the desire to improve the way things are 
done. 
Relational Crafting    
Relational crafting was apparent as participants described changing the nature or extent 
of their relationships with teachers, principals, central office administrators, or other 
central office teacher leaders.  All of the study participants actively engaged in 
redesigning their work by relational crafting.  Three examples of relational crafting taken 
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from the interview transcripts are summarized in Table 7.  The narrative below is the 
full text version of the first example of relational crafting in Table 7   This participant 
altered the extent of relationships with schools by initiating and maintaining relationships 
with nonteaching staff: 
I immediately greet the secretaries, because they're really important.  You know, 
they are kind of the go-to people in the building.  If I need, I always keep those 
relationships going because many times I'll need a room reserved in a building.  
Or, the media people, I'll need the computer lab reserved.  So those are really, 
really key people in a building, so that's the first thing I do—greet the secretary.  
Then I walk by the principal's office so they know I'm in the building and they 
have any questions, they know I am there.  Then, if I'm not attending a specific 
meeting, I go down to the teacher's room. 
This participant was motivated to increase the extent of her relationships with schools to 
cope with the details of arranging her work with teachers and principals.  Relational 
crafting is evident when the participant describes initiating and maintaining relationships 
that were secondary to her work with teachers and principals.  Evidence collected in this 
study indicates that central office teacher leaders are motivated to engage in relational 
crafting to cope with adversity and to increase the number of meaningful interactions at 
work. 
Cognitive Crafting   
 Three of the study participants provided accounts of cognitive crafting in which 
they reframed how they perceived themselves at work—from leaders to individuals who 
develop leadership in others.  This change in self-perception, or cognitive crafting, is the
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Table 5.  Examples of relational crafting by study participants. 
Examples of relational crafting Effect 
In addition to relationships with teachers and 
principals, one participant establishes and maintains 
relationships with “the go-to people in a [school] 
building”—people who can help arrange her work in 
the school.    
 
By increasing the extent of 
her relationships in 
schools, the participant 
improves her job 
performance.  
A second participant initiates relationships with 
people whose ethnic background is different from his 
own.  In his view, this move improves his 
understanding of the community in which he lives 
and works. 
 
The participant experiences 
personal growth and finds 
his job more meaningful. 
A third participant learns that a confrontational 
colleague is often hungry during the workday.  The 
participant attempts to change the relationship by 
bringing food to share when she works with the 
colleague.   
 
The participant experiences 
an increased sense of 
resilience and the 
relationship is more 
productive than it has been.  
 
 
outcome of their engagement in task and relational crafting.  These examples are 
summarized in Table 8. The full text version of the first example of cognitive crafting in 
Table 8 follows, along with an analysis of how task and relational crafting precipitated 
the change in self-perception.   
 In a description of work with nonteaching professionals, the participant says: 
I’ve been pretty good at finding ways to give them staff development or training. 
But I have to do it [outside] of the proper channels … Going to workshops they 
wouldn’t otherwise have the opportunity to attend … then getting together 
afterward.  Asking them, what did you hear?  What do you think should happen at 
your school, and working with them to … make it happen.  So whatever they 
learn they take back to the school and share it … they feel a little ownership in it. 
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  Table 6.  Examples of cognitive crafting by study participants. 
Examples of cognitive crafting Effect  
One participant takes on the additional task of arranging 
and facilitating professional development for school staff 
who usually do not have such opportunities.  The 
participant then works with these individuals to 
implement new ideas in schools.  This move builds 
capacity for change and for school leadership.  “It’s 
taking myself out of it and providing for others to 
become school leaders.” 
 
Each of these 
participants expands 
the scope of their work 
and change the nature 
of their relationships 
with others in order to 
develop leadership 
capacities in others.  
The potential of central 
office teacher 
leadership is increased.  
Participants reframe 
how they perceive 
themselves in their 
work—from perceiving 
themselves as leaders 
to perceiving 
themselves as 
individuals who 
develop leadership in 
others.    
 
A second participant expands the scope of her work by 
meeting once a month with representatives from district 
schools.  “I can’t be at all of the schools.  But if I can 
develop a strong system of teacher leaders I can lead 
even more people.”   
 
A third participant consciously shifts the focus of his 
work from training teachers to implement district policies 
to “growing the next generation of teacher leaders”.  The 
shift in thinking leads him to place more emphasis on 
work that builds the capacities of “early adopters” who 
provide positive examples of new practices. 
 
 
 
I know they appreciate this a lot, because they bring it up. .... I look at it as their 
leadership that they take in their school, but also as …  building capacity for 
school leadership.   I haven't thought about that, but that's exactly what it is.  It's 
taking myself out of it and providing for others to become school leaders.  
 This participant engaged first in task crafting (i.e., “… finding ways to give them 
staff development … outside of the proper channels”) that was motivated by her desire to 
increase the number of people who benefit from her work (i.e., “… whatever they learn 
they take back to the school and share it”).  The task crafting leads to relational crafting 
in which the nature of the relationship between the participant and the nonteaching  
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professionals changes from “staff development or training” to support of the 
“leadership that they take in their school”.  Through this process, the participant reframed 
how she thought about the purpose of her own role—from giving “them staff 
development and training” to the larger purpose of “taking myself out of it and providing 
for others to become school leaders.”  In the examples of cognitive crafting summarized 
in Table 8, participants reframed how they thought about their respective jobs by thinking 
beyond the tasks and interactions that make up their work to the difference they can make 
for other teachers.   
Summary  
  This chapter presented the findings from analysis of interviews with twelve 
central office teacher leaders.  In particular, the chapter (a) identified specific tasks and 
interactions that make up participants’ work, (b) interpreted their approach to spanning 
boundaries between schools and the central office, and (c) presented examples of ways 
they redesign their work.  The analysis reveals that central office teacher leaders can be 
active in all parts of a school district structure, and that they engage in at least four types 
of work—development, assistance, supervision, and coordination.  In addition, the 
analysis suggests that participating central office teacher leaders function as sensemakers 
who increase district capacities by shaping how teachers and administrators make sense 
of ideas that are intended to improve teaching and learning in schools.   
 From the perspective of participants in the study, their sensemaking role is 
mediated by specific professional practices and organizational supports.  Four core 
professional practices are identified, including continuous deepening of professional 
expertise, gathering and sharing information, making sense of teaching and learning, and 
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making sense of the organization.  Four critical organizational supports are also 
identified, including systemic commitment, a well-articulated plan for professional 
learning, time and ongoing opportunities, and a dual presence in schools and in the 
central office.  These practices and supports work together to support sensemaking that 
increases capacities for change within the school district.  Finally, the analysis verifies 
that participating central office teacher leaders actively redesign their jobs to improve 
their performance, to cope with adversity, and to increase their job satisfaction and 
influence.  The conclusions drawn from these findings are discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 – CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
This study was exploratory, in that, to date, there has been a paucity of published 
research about the work and role of central office teacher leaders.  The findings of the 
present study described the work of participating central office teacher leaders, examined 
their approach to the work, and articulated why and how they actively crafted their work.  
Data for the study were gathered through in-depth interviews with 12 central office 
teacher leaders from five Midwestern school districts.  Because of the exploratory nature 
of the study, the sample of participants was small, the method design was singular, and 
the findings are not generalizable.  New information about the context and meaning of 
leadership by teachers who work between the central office and schools emerged from 
the study.  The findings have significance for the design of future research in two areas of 
study—teacher leadership and school district reform.   This chapter presents conclusions 
from the study, and the implications of the study findings for future research, practice, 
and development.  
Conclusions 
 How do central office teacher leaders perceive and enact their work in different 
parts of a school district structure?  I suggest that participating central office teacher 
leaders perceive themselves as teachers who influence other district educators by helping 
them make sense of (a) new ideas in teaching and learning, and (b) what is going on in 
various parts of the school district structure.  The following statements summarize my 
conclusions:  
• Central office teacher leaders engage in a wide variety of work throughout their 
respective school districts, including work that takes place in the central office 
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and in schools; and work with teachers, principals, other central office teacher 
leaders, directors, assistant superintendents, and school boards.  
• Within the central office, they engage with other central office teacher leaders, as 
well as with directors and assistant superintendents, around at least three broad 
categories of work:  assistance, supervision, and coordination.  In schools, central 
office teacher leaders engage teachers and principals in development work that 
supports either district or school objectives. 
• Principals and assistant superintendents influence the outcomes of central office 
teacher leadership by supporting, or not supporting, district objectives for central 
office teacher leadership. 
• Central office teacher leaders take a sense-making approach to their work—
making sense of new ideas in teaching and learning, and making sense of what is 
going on in various parts of the school district structure, for themselves and for 
others—in order to influence district capacities for teaching and learning.  
Sensemaking is required to realize a nuanced implementation of new teaching 
practices that addresses the specific and varied needs of classrooms, teams, and 
school contexts across a school district.  
• At least four core professional practices (Figure 4 in this thesis) mediate the 
sense-making approach.  The practices include the continuous deepening of 
professional expertise, gathering and sharing information, making sense of 
teaching and learning, and making sense of the organization.  These practices 
appear to be used in conjunction with one another.   
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• Central office teacher leaders rely on critical organizational supports (Figure 4 
in this thesis) to increase district capacities for teaching and learning, including 
systemic commitment, a well-articulated plan for professional learning, time and 
ongoing interactions with teachers and principals, and a dual presence in schools 
and in the central office.  These supports appear to be interdependent, with a 
change in one support resulting in a change to one or more of the other supports. 
• Central office teacher leaders actively craft their work to improve their 
performance, extend their influence, cope with adversity, and increase their job 
satisfaction. 
Major implications of these conclusions for future research in the areas of central office 
teacher leadership and district reform are discussed next. 
Implications for Research 
 This study was a starting point.  It was designed to initiate a conversation about 
the everyday work of mid-level central office staff, some of whom are central office 
teacher leaders.  Given that this study involved only twelve practitioners, five school 
districts, and a single method of inquiry, additional research is necessary to examine the 
extent to which the present findings describe the work and experience of central office 
teacher leaders in other school districts.  For example, future research could compare the 
work of a larger number of central office teacher leaders in geographically and 
demographically dispersed school districts to determine whether the nature and scope of 
their work is similar to, or different from, the work described by participants in this study.  
In particular, it seems reasonable to consider that the practices of central office teacher 
leaders would vary based on district size.  For example, in smaller districts central office 
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teacher leaders may have easier access to their central office and school 
administrators, potentially resulting in greater shared understanding of context and 
related practices that would best advance teaching and learning.  Or, the reverse could be 
true given less funding.  For example, proportionately fewer district leaders could render 
access, communication, and prospects of coherence more challenging.  
In addition, as this study collected data from a single perspective (i.e., central 
office teacher leaders) further research that incorporates the perspectives of other reform 
agents (e.g., superintendents, directors, principals, and teachers) is necessary to fully 
understand the nature and scope of the work done by central office teacher leaders.  
Indepth case studies methods would create the possibility of understanding the influence 
of contextual factors, (e.g., culture, power, policy, professional development, 
administrative turn-over) on central office teacher leaders and their work.  Finally, 
analysis of other sources of data (e.g., district policies, job descriptions, meeting agendas, 
and activity logs) could further develop our understanding of the nature and scope of 
central office teacher leadership, and also the ways and reasons enacted practices may 
vary from formally articulated expectations.  Such inquiries could dispute, verify, and 
refine the findings of the study reported in this thesis.   
Although the findings of this study are not generalizable, they clearly indicate that 
central office teacher leadership is rich terrain for research that aims to better understand 
the inter-level dynamics of educational change.  The findings presented in this thesis 
provide an enticing glimpse into the complexities of school district reform and teacher 
leadership that operates at both the district and school levels.  Of particular interest are 
the professional practices that participants used as they interacted with the messy social 
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and political contexts that are inherent in efforts to continuously improve educational 
outcomes across a school district.  New research that studies central office teacher 
leadership as both a process and a variable in educational change would likely prove 
informative.  In the words of Van de Ven & Poole (2005), “… a thorough understanding 
of the buzzing, blooming, and confusing dynamics often observed in organizational 
changes probably requires the use of multiple approaches …” (p. 1396).   
One approach may be to explain the relationship of central office teacher 
leadership to reform processes by constructing narrative histories that portray their role in 
critical events and turning points during the course of a reform initiative.  Another 
approach may be to study how central office teacher leadership develops over the course 
of reform initiatives through comparative case studies that capture the social and political 
context of reform work in the central office and in schools.  Quantitative approaches such 
as network analysis have potential to examine the relationship between core professional 
practices and the social contexts that central office teacher leaders encounter as they span 
organizational and role boundaries throughout their school districts.  Finally, evaluative 
approaches may be of highest importance as it is unclear whether central office teacher 
leadership is an effective tool for district reform, and if it is, under what conditions.    
With these various approaches in mind, I offer the following broad questions for 
future research: 
• To what extent, and in what ways, does central office teacher leadership 
contribute to meaningful changes in instructional practice in schools? 
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• In what ways do the core professional practices and critical organizational 
supports identified in this study (Figure 4, p. 77 in this thesis) help explain the 
depth or extent of implementation in educational change initiatives?   
• Is there a significant difference in the outcomes of reform efforts in districts that 
utilize central office teacher leadership as a strategy for implementing new 
teaching practices and districts that do not utilize such positions?  
• What are the relationships between central office teacher leaders’ professional 
practices and the specific social and political contexts in which they interact with 
others to support district reforms? 
• How do central office teacher leaders manage the tensions that are inherent in 
supporting both district and school objectives?  And, how do these tensions, and 
central office teacher leaders’ management strategies, vary in districts of differing 
size and demographics? 
Significant implications of the study findings for central office practices of central office 
teacher leadership and for the development of central office teacher leadership are 
discussed next.   
Implications for Practice 
This study presents new information about the role of midlevel central office staff 
in education reform.  In particular, the study offers insight into the day-to-day 
experiences of central office teacher leaders whose work is to advance instructional 
reforms.  The contribution is significant.  Through their daily work with teachers and 
principals, central office teacher leaders affect the outcomes of teaching and learning 
initiatives district wide.  As members of the mid-level central office staff, central office 
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teacher leaders are among those responsible for shaping teaching and learning in 
accordance with the vision of top-level administrators (Burch & Spillane, 2004; Firestone 
& Martinez, 2007; Scribner & Bradley-Levine, 2010; Wells et al., 2010).  Yet 
participants in the study described persistent tensions related to whose objectives they 
should be supporting (e.g., various top-level administrators, directors, and principals), 
and what form the support should take. 
An implication of this tension is that central office teacher leadership positions 
may need to be more closely aligned with school district reform objectives.  In particular, 
central office teacher leaders could more effectively support reforms if top-level and mid-
level administrators were to describe more fully their objectives for central office teacher 
leadership positions, and clearly articulate those objectives to educators throughout the 
school district structure.  Central office teacher leadership is, in effect, a policy strategy 
for improving teaching and learning in schools.  The benefits of carefully aligning the 
objectives for central office teacher leadership and district reforms extend far beyond 
simple clarification of job descriptions.   
Clearly mapped and articulated objectives for central office teacher leadership 
positions will (a) support efforts to create and maintain coherence among reform 
strategies across a school district; (b) reduce tensions that are apparent between school 
objectives, district objectives, and the objectives of individuals within the system; and (c) 
proactively clarify the strengths and weaknesses of the organizational support system that 
central office teacher leaders rely on.  When the objectives for their work are detailed, 
closely aligned with specific reform objectives, and clearly articulated throughout the 
system, central office teacher leaders are uniquely positioned to support district reforms.  
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And, given the opportunity for ongoing conversation and reflection with teachers and 
principals, central office teacher leaders are well positioned to help others tailor district 
reforms to the distinctive needs of schools.  
 The importance of principal support for effective school-based teacher leadership 
has long been acknowledged (Mangin, 2007; Weiner, 2011, York-Barr & Duke, 2004;).  
Other researchers assert that teacher leadership is most likely to have a positive impact on 
school improvement when it is connected to visions, structures, and processes that have 
their origin in the larger context of school district policy (Firestone & Martinez, 2007; 
Lord, Cress, & Miller, 2008; Scribner & Bradley-Levine, 2010; Vernon-Dotson et al., 
2009; Wells et al., 2010).  Findings from the present study suggest that the support of 
both top-level and mid-level administrators may be essential for effective central office 
teacher leadership.  It is likely that the support of teachers and site-based teacher leaders 
is also necessary.  As York-Barr and Duke (2004) note, the effectiveness of teacher 
leaders at the school level depends on their acceptance by teachers in classrooms. 
The potential of central office teacher leadership as a tool for implementing 
change is diminished, even undermined, when principals and other administrators do not 
align their own work with the visions, structures, and processes outlined in school district 
policy.  An unfortunate outcome of a lack of alignment between district, school, and 
individual objectives is that talented, well-intentioned teachers who ‘lead from the 
middle’ can easily become 'caught in the middle', and rendered ineffective.  As 
Leithwood et al. (2004), argue, “The chance of any reform improving student learning is 
remote unless district and school leaders agree with its purposes and appreciate what is 
required to make it work”  (p. 7).  Central office teacher leaders can serve well to support 
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mutual understanding and agreement about reforms within an aligned and committed 
system. 
Implications for Development 
 The finding that central office teacher leaders engage in work throughout a school 
district poses a challenge for those who design their work, as well as for central office 
teacher leaders themselves.  That is, in what ways can it be assured that central office 
teacher leaders (a) have the complex set of skills they need to constructively engage in 
work with educators who play different roles within the school district structure, and (b) 
understand how to develop and maintain close, balanced professional relationships in two 
highly demanding environments, schools and the central office.  The descriptions of work 
presented in the present study confirm that central office teacher leaders experience a 
range of issues as they move back and forth between these environments.    
Participants in this study were generally hired for their reputation and expertise as 
either classroom teachers or school-based coaches.  As novices they lacked both the 
expertise and experience needed to manage varied work settings and professional 
relationships.  One participant describes preparation for central office work in this way:  
“My position is called Teacher on Special Assignment, or TOSA.  When I came into the 
position it was like, ‘Welcome!  Here’s your cubicle.  Here are four files of stuff going 
back 15 years.  Now go forth and TOSA.’  That was it.”  This observation implies an 
unintentional, even happenstance approach to leadership development that is likely to be 
self-limiting.  The results of this study clearly indicate that expertise in academic content 
and teaching is an insufficient skillset for effective central office teacher leadership.  
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A more intentional approach to professional development, such as the “coordinated 
professional development system” suggested by Gallucci, Van Lare, Yoon, and Boatright 
(2010, p. 954), would likely increase the quality of instructional leadership in reform 
contexts by addressing the learning needs of both central office teacher leaders and 
school principals.   
 One difficulty of addressing the challenge of preparedness may be finding ways to 
develop central office teacher leaders’ capacities for boundary spanning and brokering 
activity.  Districts may lack the organizational knowledge necessary to guide the growth 
and effectiveness of central office teacher leaders and need to look to outside consultants 
to develop the necessary skills.  And, as researchers have noted, there has been little 
research on the professional development of educators in instructional leadership roles 
(Gallucci,et al, 2010; Mangin & Dunsmore, 2013).  Clearly, such practices as boundary 
spanning and brokering are best learned in context as they likely vary significantly by 
context.  While on-the-job coaching by more experienced central office teacher leaders 
who share knowledge of the local context and practices would be a useful and 
appreciated support, districts often lack such in-house expertise (Honig, 2008; Mangin & 
Dunsmore, 2013). 
Our lack of understanding in this area is further complicated by the 
compartmentalization of knowledge into silos of literature on instructional leadership by 
principals, teacher leaders, and instructional coaches (Neumerski, 2013), making it 
difficult to extrapolate from one body of literature to another.  Still, the status of central 
office teacher leadership as a strategy for improving instruction suggests that the issue of 
developing central office teacher leaders may be most effectively approached as an issue 
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of developing district instructional leadership capacity, rather than developing the 
leadership abilities of individuals.   
Summary 
 This study set out to describe the work done by central office teacher leaders, to 
understand their approach to the work, and to consider how they craft their work as they 
move between the central office and schools.  Findings indicate that the ongoing 
processes of gathering and sharing information while spanning role and organizational 
boundaries allowed participating central office teacher leaders to help educators 
throughout the school district structure make sense of (a) new ideas in teaching and 
learning, and (b) what was going on in various parts of the school district.  The central 
office teacher leaders in this study clearly engaged in boundary spanning and job crafting 
activities that grounded their leadership in processes of continuous improvement within 
their respective school districts.  The study makes three unique contributions.  First, it 
integrates three fields of research, school district reform, teacher leadership, and job 
crafting.  Second, this study is an early attempt to understand the day-to-day work of 
school district reform.  Third, it examines teacher leadership in a new context, the 
boundary between schools and the school district central office.  These contributions 
invite new conversations about school district reform, teacher leadership, and job crafting 
in educational settings. 
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nt 
wo
rk.
 
Cy
cle
 of
 se
arc
hin
g f
or,
 in
co
rpo
rat
ing
, a
nd
 re
tri
ev
ing
 
ev
ide
nc
e. 
Th
ese
 co
nc
ep
ts 
are
 in
teg
rat
ed
. 
Sp
ec
ial
ize
d b
ou
nd
ary
 sp
an
nin
g u
nit
s o
f p
ub
lic
 
bu
rea
uc
rac
ies
 m
ay
 fu
nc
tio
n a
s c
ha
ng
e a
ge
nts
 in
 
the
 co
nte
xt 
of 
po
lic
y i
nit
iat
ive
s. 
Bo
un
da
ry 
sp
an
ne
rs 
are
 fu
nd
am
en
tal
ly 
de
pe
nd
en
t o
n 
oth
ers
 to
 re
ali
ze
 pa
rti
cu
lar
 ou
tco
me
s. 
 
Im
ple
me
nta
tio
n h
ing
es 
on
 in
ve
stm
en
ts 
in 
pe
op
le 
wi
thi
n c
en
tra
l o
ffi
ce
s t
o e
ng
ag
e i
n n
ew
 w
ork
 
pra
cti
ce
s, 
rat
he
r t
ha
n o
n t
he
 de
ve
lop
me
nt 
of 
be
tte
r f
orm
al 
po
lic
ies
. 
 
Re
sea
rch
 
    
 be
en
 ca
lle
d “
org
an
iza
tio
na
l le
arn
ing
” –
 he
re 
   
    
 fo
cu
sed
 on
 ho
w 
the
 di
str
ict
 as
 a 
sy
ste
m 
lea
rns
 to
  
    
 su
pp
ort
 pr
ofe
ssi
on
al 
lea
rni
ng
? 
De
sig
n/M
eth
od
s: 
 C
ase
 st
ud
y o
f t
he
 or
ga
niz
ati
on
al 
 
    
 ef
fec
t o
f a
 te
ac
he
r’s
 le
arn
ing
.  I
nte
rvi
ew
s, 
fie
ld 
    
 no
tes
, a
rti
fac
ts,
 vi
de
o o
f p
rof
ess
ion
al 
 
    
 de
ve
lop
me
nt.
 
Da
ta:
  S
ub
set
 fr
om
 a 
lar
ge
 qu
ali
tat
ive
 st
ud
y o
f d
ist
ric
t   
  
   /
 ex
ter
na
l a
ge
nc
y p
art
ne
rsh
ips
.  
Pe
rsp
ec
tiv
es:
  C
om
mu
nit
ies
 of
 pr
ac
tic
e; 
Vy
go
tsk
y 
sp
ac
e. 
Re
sea
rch
 Q
ue
sti
on
s: 
 H
ow
 do
 or
ga
niz
ati
on
al 
an
d  
  
    
 so
cio
cu
ltu
ral
 le
arn
ing
 th
eo
rie
s e
lab
ora
te 
wh
at 
 
    
 m
igh
t b
e i
nv
olv
ed
 if
 ce
ntr
al 
off
ice
s o
pe
rat
ed
 as
  
    
 le
arn
ing
 or
ga
niz
ati
on
s? 
  
De
sig
n/M
eth
od
: T
he
ore
tic
al 
art
icl
e t
ha
t p
res
en
ts 
a  
   
    
 fr
am
ew
ork
 of
 w
ork
 pr
ac
tic
es 
for
 ce
ntr
al 
off
ice
  
    
 ad
mi
nis
tra
tor
s. 
Pe
rsp
ec
tiv
es:
  S
oc
ioc
ult
ura
l le
arn
ing
 th
eo
ry 
an
d 
org
an
iza
tio
na
l le
arn
ing
 th
eo
ry.
 
Re
sea
rch
 qu
est
ion
s: 
Ho
w 
do
 ce
ntr
al 
off
ice
 
ad
mi
nis
tra
tor
s p
art
ici
pa
te 
in 
the
 im
ple
me
nta
tio
n  
    
of 
sm
all
 au
ton
om
ou
s s
ch
oo
ls 
ini
tia
tiv
es?
 W
ith
 
wh
at 
res
ult
s? 
 W
ha
t c
on
dit
ion
s s
ee
m 
to 
me
dia
te 
the
ir 
pa
rti
cip
ati
on
 an
d a
tte
nd
an
t o
utc
om
es?
 
De
sig
n/M
eth
od
:  M
ult
iye
ar,
 qu
ali
tat
ive
, c
om
pa
rat
ive
 
stu
dy
 of
 sm
all
 au
ton
om
ou
s s
ch
oo
ls 
ini
tia
tiv
es 
in 
tw
o d
ist
ric
ts.
 60
 in
ter
vie
ws
 w
ith
 45
 re
sp
on
de
nts
 
ide
nti
fie
d w
ith
 a 
sn
ow
ba
ll m
eth
od
, o
bs
erv
ati
on
s, 
 
 
Re
fer
en
ce
 
 Ho
ni
g,
 2
00
8 
H
on
ig
, 2
00
9 
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 Ce
ntr
al 
off
ice
 ad
mi
nis
tra
tor
s c
oll
ec
ted
 ev
ide
nc
e 
ab
ou
t th
eir
 ex
pe
rie
nc
e w
ith
 th
e r
efo
rm
 an
d u
sed
 
the
 ev
ide
nc
e t
o m
ak
e d
ec
isi
on
s a
nd
 st
ren
gth
en
 
the
ir 
wo
rk.
 
Pr
oc
ess
es 
rel
ate
d t
o e
vid
en
ce
 us
e i
nc
lud
ed
 on
go
ing
 
co
lle
cti
on
 an
d i
nc
orp
ora
tio
n o
f e
vid
en
ce
 in
 
mu
ltip
le 
for
ms
. 
Su
cc
ess
ful
 re
for
m 
req
uir
es 
the
 jo
ini
ng
 of
 bu
rea
uc
rat
ic 
an
d p
rof
ess
ion
al 
pe
rsp
ec
tiv
es 
on
 or
ga
niz
ati
on
s. 
 
Sta
nd
ard
 lin
ka
ge
s—
str
uc
tur
es,
 co
mm
un
ica
tio
n, 
res
ou
rce
s, 
rel
ati
on
sh
ips
, a
nd
 id
eo
log
y—
ca
n p
lay
 
rol
es 
in 
ad
mi
nis
tra
tiv
e c
on
tro
l f
un
cti
on
s, 
an
d 
pro
fes
sio
na
l a
nd
 le
arn
ing
 di
me
ns
ion
s. 
 
Al
tho
ug
h t
he
 st
ruc
tur
al 
lin
ka
ge
 w
as 
the
 pr
im
ary
 
ve
hic
le 
us
ed
 by
 th
e d
ist
ric
t th
e r
ela
tio
na
l a
nd
 
ide
olo
gic
al 
lin
ka
ge
s a
re 
ess
en
tia
l f
or 
ma
ny
 
ref
orm
 pr
oc
ess
es.
  
 
Re
sea
rch
 
    
an
d d
oc
um
en
t r
ev
iew
.  
Da
ta:
  T
ria
ng
ula
tio
n o
f s
ou
rce
s. 
Pe
rsp
ec
tiv
es:
 In
no
va
tio
n a
nd
 or
ga
niz
ati
on
al 
lea
rni
ng
 
Re
sea
rch
 qu
est
ion
s: 
 W
ha
t d
oe
s i
t ta
ke
 fo
r l
ea
de
rs 
 
    
to 
pro
mo
te 
an
d s
up
po
rt 
po
we
rfu
l, e
qu
ita
ble
 
lea
rni
ng
 in
 a 
sch
oo
l a
nd
 in
 th
e d
ist
ric
t a
nd
 st
ate
 
sy
ste
m 
tha
t s
erv
es 
the
 sc
ho
ol?
  
De
sig
n/M
eth
od
: Q
ua
lita
tiv
e; 
on
e y
ea
r, c
om
pa
rat
ive
 
ca
se 
stu
dy
 of
 th
ree
 ur
ba
n s
ch
oo
l d
ist
ric
ts.
 
Ob
ser
va
tio
ns
 of
 ad
mi
nis
tra
tor
s’ 
en
ga
ge
me
nt 
in 
ref
orm
 ac
tiv
itie
s. 
28
2 s
em
i-s
tru
ctu
red
 in
ter
vie
ws
 
wi
th 
16
2 r
esp
on
de
nts
, a
nd
 do
cu
me
nt 
rev
iew
.  
Da
ta:
 T
ria
ng
ula
tio
n o
f m
eth
od
s. 
Pe
rsp
ec
tiv
e: 
So
cio
cu
ltu
ral
 le
arn
ing
 th
eo
ry.
 
Re
sea
rch
 qu
est
ion
s: 
W
ha
t a
re 
the
 lin
ka
ge
s b
etw
ee
n 
the
 ce
ntr
al 
off
ice
 an
d i
ts 
sch
oo
ls 
tha
t s
up
po
rt 
an
d 
co
ns
tra
in 
sch
oo
l r
efo
rm
? H
ow
 do
 pe
rce
pti
on
s 
dif
fer
 am
on
g t
he
 th
ree
 ke
y s
tak
eh
old
ers
: c
en
tra
l 
off
ice
 le
ad
ers
, p
rin
cip
als
, a
nd
 sc
ho
ol 
lea
de
rsh
ip 
tea
ms
? 
De
sig
n/M
eth
od
: Q
ua
lita
tiv
e; 
de
scr
ipt
ive
 ca
se 
stu
dy
; 
K-
8 s
ch
oo
l d
ist
ric
t, u
rba
n f
rin
ge
; in
ter
vie
ws
 w
ith
 
10
 ce
ntr
al 
off
ice
 ad
mi
nis
tra
tor
s 5
 pr
inc
ipa
ls,
 an
d 
45
 le
ad
ers
hip
 te
am
 m
em
be
rs 
fro
m 
5 e
lem
en
tar
y 
sch
oo
ls;
 do
cu
me
nt 
rev
iew
; o
bs
erv
ati
on
.  
 
Re
fer
en
ce
 
   H
on
ig
,  
  
  C
op
el
an
d,
  
  R
ai
ne
y,
 L
or
to
n,
  
  &
 N
ew
to
n,
  
  2
01
0 
 Jo
hn
so
n 
&
 
C
hr
is
pe
el
s, 
20
10
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 Fo
ur 
ess
en
tia
l r
ole
s f
or 
dis
tri
cts
 in
 ed
uc
ati
on
al 
ref
orm
 
em
erg
ed
 fr
om
 th
e a
na
lys
is:
 pr
ov
idi
ng
 
ins
tru
cti
on
al 
lea
de
rsh
ip,
 re
ori
en
tin
g t
he
 
org
an
iza
tio
n, 
est
ab
lis
hin
g p
oli
cy
 co
he
ren
ce
, a
nd
 
ma
int
ain
ing
 an
 eq
uit
y f
oc
us
.   
To
ge
the
r t
he
se 
rol
es 
co
mp
ris
e a
sp
ec
ts 
of 
dis
tri
ct 
lea
de
rsh
ip,
 m
an
ag
em
en
t, v
alu
es 
an
d n
orm
s, 
op
era
tio
n, 
an
d g
ov
ern
an
ce
. 
Te
ac
he
rs 
op
po
rtu
nit
ies
 to
 le
arn
 ar
e m
ed
iat
ed
 by
 th
e 
str
uc
tur
e a
nd
 na
tur
e o
f i
nte
rac
tio
ns
 de
sig
ne
d b
y 
the
 di
str
ict
.   
Inf
orm
al 
lea
rni
ng
 co
mm
un
itie
s d
iff
ere
d f
rom
 fo
rm
al 
org
an
iza
tio
na
l d
esi
gn
ati
on
s, 
bu
t le
ad
ers
 di
d n
ot 
tak
e a
dv
an
tag
e o
f t
he
 fo
rm
er.
 
Re
sea
rch
 
Da
ta:
 M
eth
od
olo
gic
al 
tri
an
gu
lat
ion
, c
on
sta
nt 
co
mp
ara
tiv
e m
eth
od
. 
Pe
rsp
ec
tiv
e: 
Sy
ste
m 
lin
ka
ge
s L
ask
ey
 (2
00
4) 
Re
sea
rch
 qu
est
ion
s: 
 W
ha
t r
ole
s h
av
e d
ist
ric
ts 
 
    
ser
ve
d i
n r
efo
rm
?  
W
ha
t r
ole
 co
uld
 di
str
ict
s  
    
ser
ve
 to
 im
pro
ve
 ac
hie
ve
me
nt 
an
d a
dv
an
ce
  
    
eq
uit
y s
ys
tem
ati
ca
lly
?  
W
ha
t w
ou
ld 
be
 th
e  
    
na
tur
e o
f d
ist
ric
t-l
ev
el 
ch
an
ge
 ne
ce
ssa
ry 
to 
sy
ste
ma
tic
all
y i
mp
rov
e a
ch
iev
em
en
t a
nd
  
    
ad
va
nc
e e
qu
ity
?  
 
De
sig
n/M
eth
od
s: 
 L
ite
rat
ure
 re
vie
w;
 na
rra
tiv
e 
sy
nth
esi
s (
Po
pa
y, 
et 
al.
, 2
00
6) 
of 
em
pir
ica
l a
nd
 
co
nc
ep
tua
l w
ork
 re
lat
ed
 to
 di
str
ict
s’ 
rol
es,
 19
84
  
    
to 
pre
sen
t. 
Da
ta:
 N
/A
 
Pe
rsp
ec
tiv
e: 
 In
sti
tut
ion
al 
the
ory
 
Re
sea
rch
 qu
est
ion
s: 
 A
re 
tea
ch
ers
 ac
tua
lly
 le
arn
ing
 
the
 kn
ow
led
ge
 an
d s
kil
ls 
req
uir
ed
 to
 tr
an
sfo
rm
 
the
ir 
pra
cti
ce
s? 
 If
 so
, w
ha
t r
ole
 ha
s t
he
 di
str
ict
 
pla
ye
d i
n c
rea
tin
g t
he
 op
po
rtu
nit
ies
 fo
r t
ha
t 
lea
rni
ng
? 
De
sig
n/M
eth
od
: Q
ua
lita
tiv
e s
tud
y o
f 8
 sc
ho
ols
 in
 2 
dis
tri
ct;
 in
ter
vie
ws
, o
bs
erv
ati
on
s, 
do
cu
me
nt 
an
aly
sis
, s
oc
ial
 ne
tw
ork
 an
aly
sis
 
Pe
rsp
ec
tiv
e: 
Co
mm
un
itie
s o
f p
rac
tic
e 
Re
fer
en
ce
 
 Ro
rr
er
, S
kr
la
, 
&
 S
ch
eu
ric
h,
 
20
08
 
St
ei
n 
&
 
C
ob
ur
n,
 2
00
8 
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Fi
ve
 c
at
eg
or
ie
s t
ha
t d
es
cr
ib
e 
an
d 
de
fin
e 
te
ac
he
r 
le
ad
er
s:
 d
ec
is
io
n 
m
ak
er
, r
ol
e 
m
od
el
, p
os
iti
on
al
 
de
si
gn
ee
, s
up
ra
-p
ra
ct
iti
on
er
, v
is
io
na
ry
. 
  T
he
 m
os
t a
bl
e 
te
ac
he
rs
 w
er
e 
re
al
lo
ca
te
d 
to
 
le
ad
er
sh
ip
 p
os
iti
on
s a
nd
 n
ot
 w
or
ki
ng
 d
ire
ct
ly
 
w
ith
 st
ud
en
ts
.  
  T
ea
ch
er
 le
ad
er
s h
ad
 si
gn
ifi
ca
nt
ly
 st
ro
ng
er
 p
os
t-
se
co
nd
ar
y 
tra
in
in
g 
in
 a
ca
de
m
ic
 c
on
te
nt
 a
re
as
 a
nd
 
te
ac
hi
ng
 m
et
ho
ds
, a
s w
el
l a
s m
or
e 
te
ac
hi
ng
 
ex
pe
rie
nc
e 
th
an
 c
la
ss
ro
om
 te
ac
he
rs
.  
 
 
Re
sea
rch
 
  Q
ue
st
io
n:
 H
ow
 is
 th
e 
ro
le
 o
f t
ea
ch
er
 le
ad
er
sh
ip
 
ar
tic
ul
at
ed
 b
y 
sc
ho
ol
 p
rin
ci
pa
ls
 a
nd
 b
y 
te
ac
he
rs
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
as
 le
ad
er
s b
y 
th
ei
r p
rin
ci
pa
l?
  I
n 
w
ha
t 
w
ay
s d
oe
s s
ch
oo
l s
tru
ct
ur
e 
re
su
lt 
in
 d
iff
er
en
tly
 
pe
rc
ei
ve
d 
co
nc
ep
ts
 o
f t
ea
ch
er
 le
ad
er
sh
ip
? 
  D
es
ig
n/
M
et
ho
d:
 Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e;
 d
es
cr
ip
tiv
e;
 se
m
i-
st
ru
ct
ur
ed
 in
te
rv
ie
w
s  
 
  D
at
a:
 p
ur
po
se
fu
l s
am
pl
in
g;
 1
1 
K
-1
2 
sc
ho
ol
s, 
14
 
ad
m
in
is
tra
to
rs
, 5
1 
te
ac
he
rs
; d
ua
l a
na
ly
si
s 
  L
ea
de
rs
hi
p:
 v
ar
ie
d 
Pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
e:
  S
tru
ct
ur
al
 sy
m
bo
lic
 in
te
ra
ct
io
ni
sm
; 
so
ci
al
 id
en
tit
y 
th
eo
ry
 (B
ur
ke
, 1
98
0;
 S
try
ke
r, 
19
80
) 
  Q
ue
st
io
n:
  H
ow
 is
 e
xp
er
tis
e 
di
st
rib
ut
ed
 b
et
w
ee
n 
C
SR
 te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
 a
nd
 re
gu
la
r c
la
ss
ro
om
 
te
ac
he
rs
 in
 u
rb
an
 sc
ho
ol
s i
m
pl
em
en
tin
g 
C
SR
 
pr
og
ra
m
s?
 
  D
es
ig
n/
M
et
ho
d:
  Q
ua
nt
ita
tiv
e;
 d
es
cr
ip
tiv
e;
 su
rv
ey
 
re
se
ar
ch
 c
om
pa
rin
g 
43
00
 c
la
ss
ro
om
 te
ac
he
rs
 w
ith
 
72
 te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
. C
om
pa
ris
on
s w
er
e 
ba
se
d 
on
 
ex
pe
rie
nc
e,
 c
er
tif
ic
at
io
n,
 p
os
ts
ec
on
da
ry
 tr
ai
ni
ng
. 
  D
at
a:
 S
ub
se
t t
ak
en
 fr
om
 th
e 
St
ud
y 
of
 In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l 
Im
pr
ov
em
en
t, 
a 
lo
ng
itu
di
na
l s
tu
dy
 o
f t
hr
ee
 C
SR
 
pr
og
ra
m
s. 
Le
ad
er
sh
ip
: F
or
m
al
, s
ch
oo
l-b
as
ed
; p
re
sc
rib
ed
 
ro
le
s. 
Re
fer
en
ce
 
A
ng
el
le
 &
 S
ch
m
id
, 
20
07
 
  C
am
bu
rn
, 2
00
9 
 
    130 
 
 
Su
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Su
gg
es
tio
ns
 fo
r f
ut
ur
e 
re
se
ar
ch
. 
Te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
 c
ha
rg
ed
 w
ith
 c
ha
ng
in
g 
th
e 
pr
ac
tic
e 
of
 th
ei
r c
ol
le
ag
ue
s e
nc
ou
nt
er
ed
 re
si
st
an
ce
, u
nl
ik
e 
te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
 in
 n
on
-r
ef
or
m
 p
os
iti
on
s. 
  
Th
e 
au
th
or
s a
ttr
ib
ut
e 
th
is
 to
 n
or
m
s o
f a
ut
on
om
y,
 
eg
al
ita
ria
ni
sm
, a
nd
 se
ni
or
ity
. 
Te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
 a
bi
lit
y 
to
 fu
lfi
ll 
th
ei
r r
ol
e 
w
as
 
in
flu
en
ce
d 
by
 th
e 
am
ou
nt
 o
f t
im
e 
th
ey
 w
er
e 
av
ai
la
bl
e 
to
 w
or
k 
w
ith
 o
th
er
 te
ac
he
rs
. 
 T
he
y 
ne
ed
ed
 to
 k
no
w
 m
or
e 
ab
ou
t t
he
 su
bj
ec
t a
nd
 
cu
rr
ic
ul
um
 th
an
 th
e 
te
ac
he
rs
 th
ey
 su
pp
or
t. 
Te
ac
he
rs
 n
ee
de
d 
to
 k
no
w
 th
ei
r t
ea
ch
er
 le
ad
er
s 
co
ul
d 
be
 tr
us
te
d.
   
Te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
hi
p 
ca
n 
co
m
pl
im
en
t, 
bu
t m
ay
 n
ot
 
be
 e
ss
en
tia
l t
o,
 d
is
tri
ct
 re
fo
rm
 e
ff
or
ts
. 
Re
sea
rch
 
Pr
of
es
si
on
al
 R
es
ou
rc
e;
 S
um
m
ar
y 
of
 th
em
es
 in
   
   
   
in
st
ru
ct
io
na
l c
oa
ch
in
g 
re
se
ar
ch
. 
Q
ue
st
io
n:
  H
ow
 d
o 
re
ce
nt
ly
 a
pp
oi
nt
ed
 te
ac
he
r 
le
ad
er
s e
xp
er
ie
nc
e 
a 
ra
ng
e 
of
 ro
le
s?
 
D
es
ig
n/
M
et
ho
d:
 Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e;
 d
es
cr
ip
tiv
e;
 
in
te
rv
ie
w
-b
as
ed
; 2
0 
se
co
nd
-s
ta
ge
 te
ac
he
rs
, 2
8 
to
 5
0 
ye
ar
s o
f a
ge
. 
Le
ad
er
sh
ip
: F
or
m
al
, s
ch
oo
l-b
as
ed
, r
ef
or
m
 a
nd
 
no
n-
re
fo
rm
 p
os
iti
on
s, 
so
m
e 
pr
ac
tic
in
g 
te
ac
he
rs
. 
  Q
ue
st
io
ns
:  
H
ow
 d
o 
di
st
ric
ts
 in
flu
en
ce
 te
ac
hi
ng
 
pr
ac
tic
e?
 H
ow
 d
o 
te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
 in
flu
en
ce
 
te
ac
hi
ng
 p
ra
ct
ic
e?
  W
ha
t i
s t
he
 re
la
tio
ns
hi
p 
be
tw
ee
n 
te
ac
he
r l
ea
de
rs
 a
nd
 d
is
tri
ct
s i
n 
ch
an
ge
 
ef
fo
rts
? 
 
  D
es
ig
n/
M
et
ho
ds
: Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e;
 d
es
cr
ip
tiv
e;
 c
as
e 
st
ud
ie
s o
f 4
 sc
ho
ol
s i
n 
3 
di
st
ric
ts
; t
ea
ch
er
s 
se
le
ct
ed
 to
 re
pr
es
en
t d
iff
er
en
t l
ev
el
s o
f 
ex
pe
rie
nc
e 
an
d 
gr
ad
es
.  
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   Appendix C 
 
Nomination Form 
 
An Exploratory Study of Teacher Leaders 
Who Work Between the Central Office and Schools 
Nomination Form – Available on UMSurvey 
 
Thank you for nominating participants for this University of Minnesota research project!  
The aim of this study is to develop a deeper understanding of how teacher leaders support 
school improvement.  You may nominate as many teacher leaders as you like, including 
yourself.  Use your knowledge of each teacher leader to respond to the questions below. 
Your responses provide information that will be used to create a pool of teachers to be 
contacted to determine their interest in participating in the study. Please be assured that 
your nominations will remain confidential, meaning the nominee will not know who 
nominated her or him. 
 
If you have questions about the study or this process, you are welcome to contact me, 
Audrey Murray, or my doctoral studies advisor, Dr. Jennifer York-Barr. (Contact 
information below.)  
 
1.  Nominee’s first and last name:   
 
2.  Nominee’s school district (for contact purposes only): 
 
3.  Description of the nominee:  Please check only the items that you know are 
characteristic of the nominee.  Do not check items you are unsure of, or do not know.  
 
 Is a licensed teacher 
  
 Has served for 2 or more years in the central office, in a role that also 
involves supporting educators within their elementary schools 
 
 Has served 2 or more years in the central office, in a role that also involves 
supporting educators within their secondary schools 
 
 Work is focused on increasing teaching and learning capacity in schools 
 
 Nominee is female 
 
 Nominee is male  
 
4.  Additional information about the nominee that you feel may be relevant to 
participation in the study:   
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Appendix D 
Invitation and Consent Form 
You are invited to participate in an exploratory study of teacher leaders who work 
between the central office and schools. 
 
Dear [nominee’s name],  
 
My name is Audrey Murray.  I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Minnesota.   
 
I am conducting a research study about the role of teacher leaders who serve in central 
office positions, and whose work is to increase the teaching and learning capacities of 
schools. A considerable amount of research has been done about teacher leaders who are 
school level employees. Very little research has been conducted about teacher leaders 
who are centrally positioned in their school district and who work with directly with 
teachers and administrators in their respective schools to support continuous 
improvement of teaching and learning. The aim of the study is to learn more about these 
types of teacher leaders.     
 
If you decide to participate, I will ask you to meet with me for an interview about your 
work. The interview will take place at a mutually agreed upon time and place, and will 
take about 2 hours of your time. I am available any weekday at 3:00 p.m. or later. I am 
also available on weekends, if that is more convenient for you.  We will meet off-site at a 
location of your choosing (for example, a coffee shop). 
 
You may have questions about participating in the study.  The Consent Form is 
attached—the contents of the form may answer some of your questions. Please be assured 
that you, as well as the schools and the district in which you work, will remain 
anonymous in the reporting of results. You will also receive an executive summary of the 
study findings when all analysis and writing is complete. You are also welcome to call 
me at the phone number below, or email me with questions.   
 
Thank you for considering my invitation.  I hope you will accept.  If you would like to 
participate, please reply to this email, or call me at the phone number below.  
 
With kind regards,  
 
Audrey 
 
Audrey Murray 
XXX-XXX-XXXX 
murr0195@umn.edu 
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CONSENT FORM 
 
An Exploratory Study of Teacher Leaders  
Who Work Between the Central Office and Schools 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study of the work done by teacher leaders 
positioned in school district central offices, because you work between your school 
district’s central office and schools.  Please read this form and ask any questions you may 
have before agreeing to be in the study. 
 
This study is being conducted by: Audrey Murray, PhD. Candidate, Department of 
Educational Policy and Administration, University of Minnesota, under the advisement of 
Professor Jennifer York-Barr. 
 
Background Information 
 
The purpose of this study is to: 1) describe the work of teacher leaders who work between 
schools and the school district central office, and 2) identify ways they carry out their 
work in these different locations (i.e., central office and school sites)  
 
Procedures: 
 
If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to participate in a two-hour interview 
with the primary researcher, Audrey Murray.  The interview would occur in-person at a 
time and location of your choosing. An audio recording will be made of the interview to 
allow indepth review and analysis of the perspectives you offer. 
 
Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 
 
Participation has minimal risk in that your name or other identifying information (e.g., 
school or school district) will not be reported. It is unlikely but possible, however, that 
readers of the study who know you may be able to discern perspectives in the report as 
yours.  
 
A benefit to participation is that you may find the interview enjoyable and informative— 
the interview is a time to reflect on your experiences as a teacher leader in ways that are 
both constructive and rewarding.   
 
Compensation: 
 
You will not receive compensation for participating in the study. 
 
Confidentiality: 
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The records of this study will be kept private.  In any sort of report I might publish, I 
will not include information that will make it possible to identify you or your school 
district.  Pseudonyms will replace your name and the names of schools, or school districts 
that you identify.   Research records will be stored securely, and only the researcher and 
her doctoral advisor will have access to the records, although my doctoral advisor will 
not know the names of study participants.  Study data will be encrypted according to 
current University policy for protection of confidentiality.  Audio records will be 
accessible only to the researcher and will be erased at the conclusion of the data analysis 
phase of the project.   
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will 
not affect your current or future relations with the University of Minnesota.  If you decide 
to participate, you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any time without 
affecting those relationships.  
 
Contacts and Questions: 
 
The researcher conducting this study is:  Audrey Murray.  The researcher’s advisor at the 
University of Minnesota is Professor Jennifer York-Barr. You may ask any questions you 
have now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact the researcher at 
XXX-XXX-XXXX, murr0195@umn.edu   or her advisor at XXX-XXX-XXXX, 
yorkx001@umn.edu. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to 
someone other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Research 
Subjects’ Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 55455; (612) 625-1650. 
 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
 
 
Statement of Consent: 
 
I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I 
consent to participate in the study.  
 
 
Signature:____________________________________ Date: __________________ 
 
 
Signature of Investigator:___________________________ Date: __________________ 
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Appendix E 
Interview Protocol 
Introduction:  I want to thank you for taking time to meet with me today.  I would like to 
talk to you about your work and experiences as a teacher working in a school district 
central office.  More specifically, I am interested in the work that takes you back and 
forth, between schools and the central office.  [Refer to “Working Between Schools and 
Central Office” diagram.]  The interview should take about 2 hours.  With your 
permission, I will record the session, because I don’t want to miss any of your comments.  
Your responses will be kept confidential.  This means that your responses will only be 
shared with my thesis advisor, and we assure you that any information we report will not 
identify you, your colleagues, or your school district.  Remember, you don’t have to talk 
about anything you don’t want to, and you may end the interview at any time.  Do you 
have any questions before we begin?  There is a great deal I can learn from you, as you 
have committed several years of your career to this important work.   
 
Category 1:  Tell me how you became interested in central office work. 
 1) What'was'your'work'prior'to'coming'to'the'central'office?''2) What'did'you'anticipate'the'work'would'be'like?'
 3) How'was'the'transition'from'school'to'central'office?'
 4) Have'you'been'in'the'same'position'since'you'arrived?''If'not,'what'other'positions'have'you'held?'
 
*  For the remainder of the interview, think of work as a collection of tasks and 
relationships—the building blocks of your job.   
 
Category 2: What does your work look like?  Would you walk me through a typical 
workweek or month? 
  
5) What do you do on a regular basis? 
• In'the'central'office?'
• In'schools?'
 
6) Who do you interact with as you go about your work?  
• In'the'central'office?'
• In'schools?''
o What'typically'happens'during'that'interaction?'''
o How'would'you'describe'your'role?'
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• Do'you'have'informal'work'relationships'that'you'count'on?'''
o How'are'they'helpful'to'you?'
 
Category 3:  School and central office environments are very different.  What has been 
your experience with moving back and forth between the two?   
 
7) In your view, what is the relationship between your work in schools and your 
work in the central office?   
• How'do'you'suppose'others'see'the'relationship?''
o Central'office'administrators?'''
o School'administrators?'
o Teachers?'
• Think'again'of'your'daily/weekly'routine.''What'parts'of'the'routine'are'fundamental'to'your'work'between'schools'and'central'office?'''
 
8) Tell me about the demands of going back and forth.    
• What'do'you'depend'on'for'support?'
• How'do'you'balance'competing'demands?'
 
9) Think about the ups and downs of your experience.   
• Can'you'tell'me'about'a'time'when'you'felt'that'working'between'schools'and'the'central'office'was'thrilling?'''
• A'time'when'it'felt'hopeless?'
 
10) How do various parts of the district benefit from your work in other parts?   
• How'does'your'work'in'schools'benefit'the'central'office?'''
• How'does'your'work'in'the'central'office'benefit'schools?''
• How'does'your'work'in'schools'benefit'other'schools?'
 
Category 4: New jobs come with a job description that outlines responsibilities.  As 
people become more comfortable with their job, they often make changes to make the job 
their own. Have you done this with your job?  
 
11) Tell me about a time when you took the initiative to make changes. 
• Have'you'actively'changed'aspects'of'your'work?'''
o For'example,'have'you'taken'on'work'that'is'not'required'of'you,'cut'back'on'the'number'of'obligations,'or'changed'the'kind'of'tasks?'''
o Tell'me'about'your'reasons'for'the'change.'
o What'was'involved?''
o What'were'the'outcomes?''
    
 
 
140 12) 'Have'you'actively'changed'your'relationships'with'specific'school'or'central'office'staff?''
• For'example,'you'might'decide'who'you'will'interact'with'or'how'frequently,'you'might'decide'to'develop'a'new'relationship'or'cut'back'on'the'number'of'relationships.'And'you'might'change'the'type'of'relationship'you'have'with'an'individual'or'with'a'group.'
o What'was'your'reason'for'changing'the'relationship?!!
o What'was'involved?'
o What'were'the'outcomes?''
 
13) What about the meaning of this work?  Has the meaning stayed the same, or is 
it different than when you first started?  
• Tell'me'why'do'you'continue'to'do'this'work.'''
• What'does'it'mean'to'you'now?'''
• What'led'you'to'this'meaning?'''
 
Closing: As we conclude, try to imagine some hypothetical scenarios.   
 
14) What if … 
• …'the'superintendent'comes'to'you'tomorrow'and'says,'“…[name]…'how'can'we'make'better'use'your'specialized'knowledge'of'teaching'and'learning?”''What'would'you'say?'
• …'a'new'person'steps'into'your'position.'''What'advice'would'you'give'the'individual?''
• …'your'position'was'trimmed'from'the'district'budget?''What'would'be'your'next'step?''''
15) Is there anything you would like to tell me about your work that hasn’t come 
up in our conversation? 
 
Thank you!  
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Participant’s Interview Guide 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
  
 
   
 
 
   
 
 
                    
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Your journey to the 
central office: 
The tasks and 
relationships that 
make up your 
current work: 
Going back and 
forth – working 
between schools and 
the central office: 
Making the work 
your own: 
What did you do prior to coming to the central 
office? 
 
What did you anticipate the work would be like? 
 
How was the transition from school to central 
office?  
 
How would you describe your work now? 
 
What does a typical workweek or month look like? 
 
Who do you interact with? 
What have been your experiences? 
 
What have been the highs and lows? 
 
How do others see your work? 
What changes have you made? 
 
What was involved? 
 
What prompted the changes? 
       
What were the outcomes? 
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       Appendix F 
Coding Schemes 
Coding Scheme for Data Related to the Nature of Work 
Open Codes Axial Codes Selective Codes 
 
Tasks 
 
Interactions – top-level 
admin. 
 
Interactions – 
technostructure 
 
Interactions – mid-level 
admin. 
 
Interactions - schools !
 
Coordination 
 
Collaboration 
 
Advisory 
 
Assistive 
 
Shared learning 
 
Supervisory 
 
Technical assistance 
 
Analysis  
 
Planning 
 
Development of principals 
 
Filtered/third party 
 
Cursory 
 
Mediating conditions 
 
Information cycle 
 
Liaison to/from central 
office 
 
Developing leadership 
 
Developing teaching and 
learning 
 
Trust 
 
 
Assistance 
 
Supervision 
 
Coordination 
 
Development 
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Coding Scheme for Data Related to Boundary Spanning 
Open Codes Axial Codes Selective Codes 
 
Cross-pollination 
 
Mediators 
 
Sense-making 
 
Challenges 
 
Innovation 
 
Ambiguity 
 
Collecting information 
 
Disseminating 
information 
 
Shared/joint work 
 
Meaning of the work 
 
Rewards 
 
 
Translation/negotiation 
 
Connecting the dots 
 
Put together/take apart ideas 
 
Listening/observing/sharing 
with others 
 
Personal understanding 
 
Others’ understanding 
 
Field testing 
 
Empowering others 
 
Improve educational 
experience for students and 
teachers 
 
Sense of responsibility 
 
Visibility 
 
Time 
 
Vision and plan 
 
Commitment of admin.  
 
What’s going on - 
schools/central office 
 
Reflection 
 
Teacher perspective 
 
Networks  
 
 
Understanding teaching 
and learning for self & 
others 
 
Understanding the 
district organization for 
self and others 
 
Personal practices: 
• Learn!
• Gather!and!share!information!
• Make!sense!of!teaching!and!learning!
• Make!sense!of!the!organization!
 
Organizational 
supports: 
• Systemic!commitment!
• Learning!structure!
• Time!
• Dual!presence!
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Coding Scheme for Data Related to Job Crafting 
Open Codes Axial Codes Selective Codes 
 
Relationships 
 
Tasks 
 
Cognitive 
 
Motivation 
 
Freedom 
 
Ambiguity 
 
Effect 
 
Efficiency/productivity 
 
 
 
Developing leadership in 
others 
 
Following a personal 
passion 
 
Personal satisfaction 
 
Improved performance 
 
Increased meaning 
 
 
 
